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Discourse IV. 
Daily Lesson I. 
Section (1). 
[Safras 1—2). 
General Examination of Activity and Defect. 
Bhasya on Su. 1). 


[P. 194, L. 1 to L. 4.] 


After Mind it is the turn of Activity to be examined.“ 
Alb that has been said in course of the Examination of the 
Body as the receptacle of Merit and Demerit may be regard- 
ed as constituting the Examination of Activity ;--this is what 
is asserted in the following S#fru (I). 


The Third Discourse has dealt with the first six of the twelve ‘ objects of 
cognition’ mentioned in Sd. 1-1-9; these six — Soul, Body, Sense-organs, Things 
perceived, Apprehension and Mind — being the causes of the remaining six — Activ- 
ity, Defect, Re-birth, Fruition, Pain and Release; these are the effects of the former 
six. [This is what constitutes the connection between Discourses III and IV]. In 
the First Daily Lesson we have the examination of the six objects’ ; and in the Sec- 
ond we have the Examination of the Highest Cognition, the Right Knowledge, 
(that leads directly to Release).—Parishuddhi, 


Vardhamdna adds—Another connection between the end of Adlyaya III and 
the beginning of Adhyaya LV, consists in the fact that among the Objects mention- 
ed in Sd. 1-1-9, it is Activity ’ whose mention follows that of ‘Mind’; hence it 
is only natural that the ‘examination’ also of Activity should follow that of 
Mind. 

Vargham4ne raises a further question—According to the rule laid down by the 
Bhasya, the ‘oxamiuation’ ofa subject must be preceded by its mention’ and 
‘definition’ ; and as Right Knowledge’ has nowhere been mentioned, there can 
be uo justification for its examination in the second Daily Lesson of Adh, IV. 
The answer is that Right Cognition has been actually mentioned in Sd. 1-1-1, 
whero it is mentioned as leadiug to the Highest Good of Man; and further, to 
justify an ‘examination’ it is not necessary to directly mention a subject ; for we 
find the Sairas examining several subjects that are connected only remotely with 
the subjects mentioned. Another question that arises is—since Right Knowledge 
is the precursor of Release, it should have been dealt with beforehand. The 
answer to this is that a full account of Right Knowledge deinands a previous account 
of the objects of that knowledge; it is for this reason that Right Knowledge has 
been dealt with q/teroathuthdr dubjeoti h been de] wikh.com 
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As Aerrvrrr HAS BEEN DEFINED—(Sutra 1). 


so has it bean eamined.“ 
Vartika on St. (1). 


IP. 450, L. 3 to L. 18.] 


After Mind it is the turn of Activity to be examined. 
Hence says the Süfra— As Activity eic. The meaning of 
the Sütra is that Activity is tobe regurded us ewamined in the 
manner in which tt has been defined. 

Q. “What is it that has been examined in regard to 
Activity F? 7 

Answer — All that has been investigated in connection with 
Merit and Demerit constitutes investigation into Activity. 
Activity is of two kinds that in the form of cause and 
that in the form of effect; to the former kind belongs the 
operation of Speech, Apprehension aud Body’; and to the 
latter kind belong what are called Merit and Demerit,’ as 
described under Su. 1-1-2; of Activity of the former kind, 
twenty different forms have been described above; Activity 

© Activity bas been defined under S. 1-1-17 as the Operation of Speech, 
Apprehension and Body’; and this may be regarded as its ‘examination’ also. 


These words—so has it been examined—are, according to the Bhdsya, supplied 
to complete the Sifra. Vishvanatha has taken exception to this :—“ It is not right 
to supply these words to the Sdtra; for if this is done then the word fatha, 
‘go,’ required as the necessary correlation to ‘yafhd,’ as, of the Satra (1), hav- 
ing already been thus supplied, there would be no syntactical connection between 
Satras (1) and (2). Hence the right way to construe is to take both Sūfras to- 
gether, the meaning being - just as Activity is as has been defined, so is Defect also 
as it has been defined.” 

This construction is perhaps better; but there is no point in the criticism of 
the Bhagya-ioterpretation ; for there is nothing wrong in construing the single 
aa of Sa. (1) with two fafhd’s'—one supplied by the Bhagya and the 
other occurring in Sd. (2). 

1 * All that have been examined are the Soul and five other Objects of Cogni- 
tion; and nothing has as yet been examined in connection with Activity? "— 


Tatparya. Downloaded from https:/Awww.holybooks.com 
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in the form of efect, (a) subsists in a single substance (Soul), 
since Prosperity (the effect of Merit) belongs to each indivi- 
dual Soul separately, —(b) it is permanent (relatively, and 
not evanescent, like Apprehension, Pleasure, Pain, &c.), be- 
cause its time of fruition is fixed,—(c) as subsisting in the 
Soul, it is a subordinate quality and not eternal, as is shown 
by the fact that there is death,—as has been asserted in the 
Bhasya (P. 191-192), where it is said that there is death 
upon the exhaustion of the Karmic residuum which has 
already borne its fruit, and where the cause of Birth also has 
been described (as consisting in the appearance of another 
Karmic residuum) ;—then again in Si. 3-2-60, we read— its 
birth follows from the continuance of the effects of previ- 
ous acts, — which indicates the causes of Birth-Rebirth and 
Release,—the meaning being that when this cause is present 
there is birth and rebirth, and when it ceases there is Release; 
all this has been described [which shows that Activity sub- 


sists in the Soul]. 
Bhagya on SG, (2). 


LP. 194, L. 4 to L. 9.] 


It might be urged that after Activity,’ there should 
follow the Examination of Defects, ; hence the Safra adds 
So ALSO mavs THE Dergors—(SOtra 2) 


been examined, (A) Inasmuch as they subsist in the same 
substratum as Apprehension» Defects are regarded as the 
qualities of the Soul;—(B) inasmuch as they are the source 
of Activity, and as they have the power of bringing about 
re-birth, they are regarded as the cause of Metempsychosis, 
‘Samsara’ ;—and since metempsychosis (series of births and 
deaths) is beginningless, Defects are regarded as operating® 
in a continuous series.t Wrong Knowledge ceases when Right 


© The right reading ‘ pravarfan{é’ is supplied by Puri Me. B. 

t Defects are due to the contemplation of desirable and undesirbble things; 
hence like Apprehension they must be qualities of the Soul; being qualities of 
the Soul they must proceed on lines similar to Activity, which is the product of 
the Soul’s quality, Effort. Hence the examination of Defects’ becomes included 
in that of AotivifjoucgtapgasyiQm™ https://www.holybooks.com 
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Knowledge is attained ; and on the cessation of Wrong Know- 
ledge, the whole series of Affections and Aversions drop off; 
whereupon follows Final Relense;—and from this it is clear 
that Defects (i.e. Wrong Knowledge, Affection &o.) are liable 
to Appearance and Disappearance ;—all this in connection with 
R has already been explained (under Süfras 1-1-2 and 
i Vartika on Sd. (2). 

[P. 450, L. 4 to P. 451, L. 3. 

It might be urged that after Activity,“ Defects should 
be described ; hence the Sūtra says — So also have the Defeots 
—‘been described.’ Subsisting in the same substratum as 
Apprehension, Defects must be regarded as qualities of the Soul; 
—Metempsychosis being without beginning, Defects function 

in a beginningless series; — since Defects 

cease upon the cessation f Wrong Kuowledye, 
which follows from Right Knowledge, they are regarded as 
liable to production and destruction ;—and they are regarded 
as qualities, because while being products, they are perceptible 
by means of tho inner organ (Mind) *, and not perceptible 
by the Visual Organ. 


End of Section (1). 


Section (2).t 
[Sutras 3—9. 
Defects divided into three Groupa 


Vår. P. 461, 


Bhagya on Au. (3). 
(P. 194, L. 9 to P. 195, L. 2.] 

Question :—It has been said in SQ. 1-1-18 that—‘ Defects 
have inciting (causing activity) as their distinguishing 
To: Indriydnjaram manzh'—ssys the Täțparya. | 

¢Varghamins remarks—‘Sagra 2 having dealt with Defects, it would 
appear reasonable to regard Büßra 3 ef seq as continuing the same section. 80 


that the proper arrangement would be to put Sd. (1) alone under Section I, dealing 
with Activity, and GAtvaa Sute-9:undes.: Rectiondibdesliigomith Defects. But 
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feature; now the feelings of Pride, Jealousy, Envy, Suspic- 
ion, Selfishness and the like are all characterised by the 
said distinguishing feature; under the circumstances, why 
are not these enumerated by name P 


The answer to this is supplied by the following Sūtra. 
Satra (3). 
THERE ARE THREE GBO UPS or DEFECTS ;—[ ALL BEING 


INOLUDRD UNDER) Desige, Hatred AND [LLUSION, WHIOH 
ARE DISTINOT FROM ONE ANOTHER (Sü, 3). 


Of Defects there are three groups, three types: (I). The 
Drsire-type—under which are included Love (for the other 
sex), Selfishness, Longing for acquiring, in a lawful manner, 
what belongs to another, Hankering (for Rebirth) and Greed 
(desire for obtaining, in an cnlawful manner, what belongs 
to another);— III The Hatred-type under which are in- 
cluded Anger, Jealousy, Envy, Malice, and Resentment ; 
(III) The Illusion-typs under which are included Error, 
Suspicion, Pride, and Negligence. Thus since all defects 
are included under one or the other of these three groups, 
they are not enumerated separately. 


Objection—" Since all have the same distinguishing 
feature (of causing activity),it is not right to divide them 
under three groups.” 


Answer—The division into three groups is certainly 
right, since Desire’ ‘ Hatred’ and Illusion' are distinct from 
one another [though all are causes of activity, yet each 
has a distinctive character of its own]; eg. ‘Desire’ is 
characterised by attachment, ‘Hatred’ is characterised by 
aversion (intolerance), and ‘Illusion’ is characterised by 
wrong notion ; this fact is realised by every man in his own 
experience: every conscious person knows when Love 
appears, when he has the feeling the quality of Love 
has appeared in my Soul; he also recognises thé absence 
of Love, when he has the feeling the quality of Love is 


to this arrangement there would be the objection that only one Sifra, the first, 
would form a Section which is not right ; as a ‘Section’ must consist of several 
Süfras. Hence the best explanation is that under Section I we have the treatment 
of ‘Defects’ onlyina general way, and that too, as a side-issue, aas something 
connected with Activity; while under Section II we have the detailed treatment, 
of ' Defects.’ l 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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not present in my Soul;’ and similarly with the other 
two. As for the feelings of Pride and the rest, these 
are all found to be included under one or other of the 
three groups; and hence they have not been enumerated 


separately. 
i Vartika on Sü, (3). 


Ip. 451, L. 8 to P. 458, L. 11]. 


It has been said that Defects have inciting for their 
distinguishing feature;’ and since Pride & also incite 
people to activity,—and as such have the same characteristic 
as the feelings of Desire, Hatred and Illusion — these also 
should be separately enumerated.” 

They are not separately enumerated, because they are 
already included, “ Wherein arethey included?’ They 
have been included in the definition itself that ‘ Defects 
have inciting for their distinguishing feature.’ Of the 
Defects thus included—there are three groups So. §c.—says 
the Süfra. There are three groups, three types, of Defects: — 
I—The Desire-type including Love, Selfishness, Longing, Hank- 
ering and Greed; II—the Hatred-type including Anger, 
Jealousy, Duvy, Malice and Resentment ; III the Illusion- type, 
inoluding Error, Suspicion, Pride and Negligence, 

Question :—“ Are the terms ‘ Love,’ ‘ Selfishness,’ and the 
rest, synonymous, or have they different significations P ”— 
What do you mean P—“ If they are synonymous, then it is 
not right to say that there are three groups; for things 
spoken of by a number of synonyms donot form a group; 
e.g. Such terms as ‘Indra,’ ‘Shakra’ and ‘Purandara’ 
cannot be used as forming a group. . If, on the other hand, 
the terms have diverse significations, it behoves you to 
explain this diversity.” 

Our answer to the above is that the feeliags spoken of 
by the words aradiffexentomgpsL / MM N bois desire for women; 
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the yearning that men have for women is called Love; as 
is shown by the common saying unless a man is in love 
he does not bedeck himself; — Selfishness’ is the desire 
not to give up a thing, even though it is inexhaustible; even 
though the thing is such as cannot become exhausted, 
either by giving or enjoying, if one has the feeling not to 
give that up, that feeling is what is called ‘ Selfishness ;’ e. g. 
the solicitude that one evinces when he wishes that people 
may not drink out of the royal well (which is large and 
inexhaustible) ;—‘ Lonying’ is desire to possess what does not 
belong to oneself; when a thing does not 
belong to oneself, and yet he desires to have it, 
this is called Longing ;'—that desire which leads to rebirth 
is Hankering; the great wish that one has for being born 
again is called ‘Hankering;’*—the desire for unlawful 
possession of what belongs to another is called Greed; 
when one desires, to take possession in an unlawful 
manner, of what belongs to another, he is called 
‘Greedy’ ;—among all these Desire is the common 
element, under the generic term ‘Desire’ all these 
special feelings are included, II. The feeling that 
distorts the body and the receptacles of the sense-organs is 
called ‘ Anger’; whenon the-appearance of the feeling, 
the body and the organs become distorted, it is called An- 
ger’;—Jealousy is the feeling that one has of preventing 
another person to have possession of what belongs to both ; 
when there is a certain thing which belongs equally to 
two men and is not taken up entirely by either, the feeling 
that one of them has of preventing the other from wishing to 


Var. P. 452. 


The special connotation attributed to the word Trigga here and in the 
Bhasya is interesting. This word in its Pali form ‘fanh@’ conveys the meaning 
here mentivned, in Buddhist lilterature. The Sanskrit form is rarely found 
to be used in this restricted sense. Has the Bhagya borrowed the usage from 
Buddhist literature@wnloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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have it, is called * Jealousy’ ;—Envy is intolerance of an- 
other's good qualities; the feeling of unbearableness that one 
has on hearing the good qualities of others described is called 
‘ Envy ’;—‘ Malice’ is the wish to do harm to others; when 
one, being himself unable to do harm to another person, yet 
wishes to do him harm, this feeling is called ‘ Malice’ ;— 
‘Resentment’ is intolerance of harm done to one ;—in all 
these the common element is ‘ Hatred,’ under which generio 
term therefore they are all included. III, ‘Error’ is 
wrong cognition, the cognition of a thing as what it is not ;— 
‘Suspicion’ is doubt in the form ‘ what may this be?’*;—‘Pride’ 
consists in the feeling of self-importance that one has, based 
either upon qualities that actually exist in him, or those 
that, though not present, are assumed—the feeling that is 
expressed in, some such form as Oh! how great am I’ — 
‘Negligence’ consists in failure to do what one could do 
when a man is fully capable to do his duty and yet fails to 
do it, it is called his ‘ negligence ’ ;—-in all these the common 
element is ‘illusion,’ under which generic term therefore they 
are all included. It is for this reason that all defects 
being included under the three groups, they have not been 
enumerated separately. 
“ How do you know that all this is so? ” 


We learn it from actual popular usage: As a matter of 
fact the several terms are used in the distinct senses described 
above, and not in the sense of mere desire; for instance, 
when a beggar desires alms, people do not say that he loves 
it. 

“ Well, in that case, inasmuch as all have the same dis- 
tinguishing feature (of causing activity), there 


är. P. 444. ivi 
n can be no ground for the threefold division; 


© Read M fff aded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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Desire, Hatred and Illusion must be one and the same,. 
since they are all possessed of the same characteristic,—just 


like the various forms of Desire. 


It is not true that there is no ground for the threefold divi- 
sion; because * Desire, ‘ Hatred’ and Illusion are distinct 
from one another. Though they all possess the common 
characteristic (of causing activity), yet each is endowed with 
a differentia which serves as the basis for their being sub- 
divided into three groups; just as even though ‘ Love’ and 
the others are all desire,’ yet they can be differentiated from 
one auother. Further, the mere possession of a common 
character does not make several things one and the same; 
if that were so, then there would be no ‘Commonality’ at 
all [for ‘Commonality ’ implies ‘ diversity and multiplicity ]; 
if Desire, Hatred and ‘Illusion’ were all one and the 
same, there could be so no such assertion as ‘this character 
is common to them,’ for nothing can be ‘common’ to a single 
thing. : 

Question :—" What is the differentia that serves as the 
basis of sub-division ?” 

Answer :— Desire’ is oharacterisad by attachment; the 
attachment that people have for things is called ‘ Desire’ ; 
—‘ Hatred’ is characterised by aversion; the aversion 
or the feeling of intolerance that one has towards Pain and 
what causes pain is oled Hatred’ ; — Illusion is charaoter- 
ised by wrong notion; that is, the notion of a thing as not 
possessed of a certain character, when as a matter of fact 
it ig possessed of that character. These distinguishing features 
of Desire, Hatred and Illusion are known to all men. 

Sitra (4). 
[Objection |—‘' WHAT is ASSEBTED IS NOT BIGHT ; BE- 

CAUS& ALL THREE HAVE ONB AND THA SAME THING FOB 

THEIR ANTITAESISAEd fBunattd9./www.holybooks.com 
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Bhasya on Si. (4). 
[P. 125, Li. 4—5.] 

Desire and the rest cannot be regarded as distinct from 
one another; — Why? — Because they have one and the same 
thing for their antithesis ; all three have one and the same 
thing for their antithesis—viz : that which is known under 
the names faffvajiiinam’, knowledge of truth’, ‘ samyan- 
mafih’, right knowledge’, ‘ dryaprajfa’, ‘ truthful cognition’, 
‘samboghah,’ right apprehension.’ ” 

Varttka on St. (4). 
LP. 453, L. 13 to L. 15.) 

“ Desire, Hatred and Illusion must be one and the same, 
—because they have one and the same thing for their anti- 
thesis, —like Disjunction. Just as all Disjunctions, having 
for their antithesis the single thing ‘ Conjunction’, are regard- 
ed as one, so Desire and the rest, having for their antithesis 
the single thing ‘ Right Knowledge,’ must be regarded as 
one.” 

Stira (5). 
[ Answer ]—THE REASON PUT FORWARD I8 NOT VALID, 
AS THERE IS NO INVARIABLE CONCOMITANOE. 
Su. (5). 
Bhasya on Sd. (47). 
[P. 195, Li, 7—8.] 

The Dark Colour and several such properties of Clay 
have the same antithesisin the form of ‘fire-contact’, and there 
are other qualities of it, which, being brought about by bak- 
ing, have one and the same source ;—and yet all these qua- 
lities are distinct from one another.“ 

Vartika on Si. (5). 
[P. 453, L. 17 to P. 454, L. 2.] 

The reason is not valid So. §c.—says the Süfra. The 
colour and other. properties (of Clay), which are all des- 


® The Varfika and Tatparya construe the clause Safi chdrfhdnfarabhavé 
with the next Sa¢r@ovButde és! iraoh bitp pla tontakedyitanitracslated. 
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troyed by the same fire-contact, and as such have one and 
the same thing for their antithesis; and yet they are not 
all one and the same thing. Hence what is put forward as 
the Reason (in Su. 4, i.e. the fact of their having one and 
the same thing for their antithesis) is not invariably concomit- 
ant (with what is desired to be proved, i.e. being one and tha 
same). 


This same argument also demolishes the reasoning that 
“ Desire, &o., must be one, because they have the same source, 
like Sound.” For the Colour and other qualities (of the bak- 
ed Jar) have the same source (fire-contact), and yet they are 
not one and the same. 

Satra (6). 
Or THESE ILLUSION IS THE WORSER EVIL; AS FOR 
ONE WHO IS NOT UNDER ILLUSION THB OTHERS DO NOT 
APPEAR, (Su. 6). 
Bhagya on Sd. (6). 
[P. 159, L. 10 to L. 16.) 


Illusion is an evil; it is spoken of as the ‘ worser evil’; 
by taking the three two at a time.“ Why is Illusion 
the ‘worser evil?“ Because for one who is not under 
illusion the other do not appear,—i, e. unless one is 
affected by Illusion, Desire and Hatred do not appear; 
and when a man has become influenced by Illusion, one 
or the other (of the other two) appear in accordance with 
the man’s impressions; when the man’s impressions in regard 
to a thing are attractive (such as create attachment), they 
produce in him Desire (for that thing); while when his 
notions are repulsive (such as create aversion), they produce 
Hatred. Both these notions are nothing other than Illu- 


© Because the term pdpiydn’ is in the comparative degree, it follows that 
what is meant is that, as between Illusion and Desire, and Illusion and Hatred, 
Illusion is the worser evil.’ 

t What is spoken of Sanbalpa, ‘Notions’ is the remembrance, under 
Illusion, of a certain thing as bringing pleasure, and that of another thing, as 
bringing pain~Za¢penyaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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sion, which consists of wrong notion. Thus it is that 
Desire and Hatred have their source in Illusion, When 
Illusion is destroyed by Right Knowledge, both Desire and 
Hatred cease to appear; this is what accounts for their 
having one and the same thing for their antithesis. It is 
with a view to these facts that it has been explained under 
SQ. J. 1. 2 that, after True Knowledge ‘there is a cessation 
of each member of the followiny series—Pain, Birth, Activity, 
Defect, and Wrong Notion,—the cessation of that which follows 
bringing the annihilation of that which precedes it, and this 
ultimately leads to Final Release.’ 
Vartika on Sd. (6). 
DP. 454, L. 4 20 L. 11. 

Each of the three being distinct,* among them Illusion 
is the worser evil &c. &c.—says the Sfitra, Instead of saying 
that Illusion is the worst evil’ the Sitra says worser evil, 
as the comparison meant to be instituted is between the 
three, taken two at a time; the meaning being that— 
‘between Desire and Illusion, Illusion is the worser of the 
two, and between Hatred and Illusion, Illusion is the worser 
of the two.’ Why so? Because unless a man is under 
illusion the other two do not appear; it is only the man illu- 
under illusion that becomes angry; only the man under 
sion falls in love; and it is only the man having the proneness 
to Illusion that is deluded.t When True Knowledge has 
put an end to Illusion, Desire and the rest also cease ; this is 
what accounts for these having one and the same thing for 
their antithesis ; that is, it is because on the destruction of 
Illusion by True Knowledge, Desire and Hatred cease to 
appear that these have the same thing for their antithesis,— 
and not because they are one and the same. It is only on the 
basis of these facts that it can be established that among 


o We have taken thia clause of the Bhagya along with the Bhégya on Sd. 5. 


t This apparently tautological sentence has been jnstifi ed by the Tafparya 
by saying that the bj ν,iũ inne h W. De ndenc; to illusion. 
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Pain and the rest, the cessation of the succeeding brings 
about the annihilation of the preceding. 


Bhasya on Si. (7). 
[P. 195, L. 16 to L. 19. 


Objection :-— If what is caid in St. 6 is true, then there 
arises the following difficulty :— 
| Sura (7). 
INASMUOH AS (BETWEEN ILLUSION AND THE OTHER 
TWO) THERN IS JHE RELATION OF CAUSE AND EVFECT, IT 
FOLLOWS THAT ‘ILLUSION’ 18 SUMETHING DIFFERENT FROM 
THB ‘ DT EOS.“ (SO. 7). 


“ The effect is always different from the cause; hence 
if Illusion is the cause of the Defects (Desire and Hatred), 
it cannot itself be a Vefect.’’ 

Vartika on St. (7). 
[P. 454, L. 11 to L. 14] 

‘ If what is said is true, then there arises the difficulty 
that—inasmuch as §c. §c.—says the Séjra. [The reasoning 
being stated thus]—Illusion cannot be a Defect,—because 
it is the cause of defects,—like Colour &c.” 

Sutra (8). 

[Answer|—Taat OANNOT BE; as ILLUSION 18 
INCLUDED ONDER THR DEFINITION oH Dergots.—(St. 8). 
Hhdgya on SQ, (8). 

[P. 196, L. I.] 

Defects having been defined as those that have causing 
activity for their distinguishing feature—lllusion becomes 
included, by this definition, under ‘ Defect.’ 

Varfita on Sd. (8). 
[P. 454, Ll. 16—18.] 

That cannot be fo. §c.—says the Süfra. Whether a 
thing does or does not belong toa certain class is determin- 
ed, not by the rolatianofaonussundefiestpbuxt. bynits character- 
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istic features being the same as those of that class; and since 
the characteristic feature of ‘ Defect’ is present in Illusion, 
this must be regarded as a Defect.’ 

Sttra (9). 

FURTHER, SINCE 1T is QUITE POSSIBLE FOR THINGS 
BELONGING TO THE SAME CLASS TO BEAB AMONG THEMSELVES 
THE RELATION OF OAUSE AND EFFECT, THE OBJECTION 
(ın S0. 7) nas No FoROK, Sü. (9). 

Bhasya on St. (9). 
[P. 196, LI 4—85.] 


Among substances, as well a3 qualities, belonging to the 
same class, it is found that they bear to one another various 
kinds of causal relation. 


Vartika on Sh. (9). 
[P. 455, L. 2 to L. 7.] 


Further, since it is quite possible §c. §c.—says the 
Safra. Even among things belonging to the same 
class we find several kinds of causal relation subsist- 
ing. E. g. One Apprehension is the cause of another 
Apprehension, and yet it belongs to the same class 
‘Apprehension’; the Shuttle, and such other substan- 
ces are the cause of another Substance (Cloth), and yet they 
belong to the class ‘ Substance’; similarly with such quali- 
ties as propulsion, striking, contact with conjuncts and 
Faculty. 


Thus have Defects been examined. 


Hind of Section (2). 


Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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Szotton (3). 


[Sutras 10—13.] 
Faamination of ‘ Rebirth.’ 


Bhasyu on St. (10). 
[P. 196, L. 6 to L. 15.) 


After “Defects’ comes ‘ Rebirth.’* lu regard to this 
the following objection is raised :—“ There can be no such 
thing as Rebirth, as the Soul is eternal; and no eternal thing 
is ever found to be born or to die; so that the Soul being 
eternal, there is no possibility of Birth and Death; and yet 
it is only these two that constitute Rebirthf ? ” 


On this point we have the following statement of the 
established conclusion :— 
Sutra (10). 
REBIRTH IS POSSIBLE ONLY BECAUSE THE SOUL 18 
ETERNAL. (Sit. 10), 


As a matter of fact it is the eternal Soul that departs 
(pratfi),—i.e. abandons the former body, dies,—and having 


o The doubt in regard to Rebirth’ is as to its belonging to the Soul, or to 
Apprehension, or to the Body ;—says the Fafparya. To this form of Doubt, 
the objection is raised in Vardhamana’s ‘ Prakdsha’ that, it having been already 
determined under Si. 1-1-19 that Rebirth is of the Soul, there can be no room for 
such a doubt. The answer g.vonis that from the definition provided under Si. 
1-1-19, ‘Rebirth’ appears to consist in death and birth’; hence the further ques- 
tion naturally arises— How can death and birth belong to the Soul, which, being 
eternal, cannot die or be born ?’ And the most fitting occasion for dealing with 
this question is that when the examination of ‘Rebirth’ is taken up. Var- 
dhamana also suggests another answer as offered by others: -The Parvapakgin 
imposes upon the Naiydyilu the view that Rebirth’ consists of ‘destruction and 
production’ and then raises the doubt and the objection against the view that 
‘Rebirth’ belongs tothe Soul ; and instead of urging the objection in this form, 
the Puryapakgin (in the Bhdsya) starts off with the Naiyayika view that Re- 
birth is something belonging to the Soul, and then goes to say that such Rebirth 
is not possible; as it is not possible for any such thing to belong to the Soul. 

t Thus Rebirtb, is impossible under the theory of the Naiydyika ; though 
it is quite compatible with the theory of the Bauddha, according to whom all 
these are evanescehtp wndesgoihfy Gestriiptidineverpohdmeks.com 
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‘departed’ (préfya), i.e. having abandoned the former body, 
comes (bhĘıvafi)—i.e. is born, takes up another body; and 
it is these two (departing—cominy) that have been spoken of 
as ‘Bebirth, ‘ Préyabhava,’ under the Sütra— Rebirth 
consists in being born again (Sia, 1-1-19); so that what is 
meant (by Rebirth belonging to the Soul’) is that it aband- 
ons the previous body and takes up another; and this is possi- 
ble only when the Soul is eternal. On the other hand, he, 
for whom Rebirth’ consists of the ‘ birth of one entity and 
destruction of another entity,’ would be feced with the 
absurdity that one entity would be deprived of the effects of 
his deeds, while another would be saddled with the 
effects of acts not done by him.t And further, under the 
theory that there are causes bringing about destruction (of 
the Being in the body), the teachings of the sages would be 
entirely useless [as the Being to whom the teachings are im- 
parted cannot live long enough to profit by them]. 


Vartika on Si. (10). 
Lb. 455, L. 8 to P. 456, L. I.] 

After defects comes ‘ Rebirth’; aud in regard to this the 
following objection is raised — There can be no such thing 
as Rebirth, because the Soul is eternal; being eternal, the 
Soul cannot be born, nor can it die; and yet it is these two 


that constitute ‘Rebirth ’—which implies that the Hutity, 
after having died, is born again.“ 


The sentence ‘parvashariram . . . préfyabhdva’ is not found in Puri 
Ms. B; but the context requires it. 


+t The entity that does the act, is destroyed immediately afterwards ; the 
entity that is subsequently boro, at the time wheu the result of the said act 
appears, ie a totally different being; so that while the latter is saddled with the 
effects of the acts not done by him, the foriner becomes deprived of the effects of 
those act done by himself. Under the view that the eternal Soul is re-born, it is 
the same Soul that does the act and experiences its effects. 


$ According to the Naiyayika, on the other hand, the real Being, Soul, being 
everlasting, persists from life to life; and its birth and death consist respec- 
tively, in ite becoming connected, and disconnected, with a Body, a set of 
Sense- organs, Intéectiouczaied Sensatitias://www.holybooks.com 
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On this point we have the following statement of the estab- 
lished concluston— Rebirth is possible etc. eto.—snys the Sūtra. 
It is only when the Soul is eternal that it can die and 
be born again. “What is the meaning of its dying?” 
It means that it becomes disconnected with the previously-pro- 
dyced Body, Sense-organs, Intellection and Sensation. What 
of its being, born?" It means that it becomes connocted with 
a newly-produced Body, Sense-organs, Intellection and Sensa- 
tion, forming a single aggregate. ‘The ‘birth’ and ‘death’ 
of the Soul cannot mean that It is produced and destroyed; 
for it is eternal ; that tho Soul is eternal has been already 
proved under Si. 3-1-19, 


On the other hand, tho philosopher for whom the ‘birth 
and death of the Soul consist of production and destruction, is 
faced by the absurd contingency that one entity would be 
deprived of the effects of his deeds, while another would be sad- 
dled with the effects of acts not done by him ;—as we have 
already pointed out in course of our explanation of Su. 3-1-4. 

Bhasya on Sd. (11). 
[P. 196, L. 15 to P. 197, L. 2.] 

Question.—-“ In what manner does tho production of things 
come about? 

Section (11). 
(Answer — Tun (PRODUCTION) oF PERCEPTIBLE f 

THINGS IS FROM PERCEPTIBLE THINGS ; AS IS OLEARLY PROV- 

kD BY Percertion. (Su. 11.) 


— eee 


It is not easy to perceive the connection of this question with Rebirth, 
the subject-matter of the Section. The ‘production’ questioned about now, is 
the coming into existence of material objects; and tho only connection possihle 
would be that, the Bhdsya having declared that ‘Rebirth’ does not consist of 
* destruction and production,’ it becomes necessary to determine the exact nature 
of ‘ production,’ and then to show that it is not possible for the non-material sub- 
stance Soul; and hence in tlie term ‘préfyabhava’ ‘Rebirth,’ ‘bhava’ ‘birth’ 
cannot mean ‘ production.’ 

Vishvanatha takes it as introduced for the. purpose of bringing forward the 
various theories in regard to the production of the Body. 


FThe term ‘vyuk{a’ stande, according to the Vartika, for that which is 
endowed with the conditions of perceptibility, ic. anything endowed with such 
perceptible qualities as Colour and the rest. Hence the word ‘ vyskiag’ takes 
in the Atoms also, which are endowed with the qualities of Colour &. 


Astipties RmoistywGaleutta 
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The question being—“ in what manner, and from wha? 
sort of material cause is the perceptible thing, such as the 
Body, produced? - the answer is that, ‘from perceptible 
things,’ kuown as ‘material substances —i. e. from Earth 
and tho other material substances, in their extremely 
subtle eternal forms—is produced the ‘ perceptible thing,’ 
i.c., tho ordinarily known Substanees (Earth &. in their 
gross form), whieh appear in tho form of the Body, the 
Sense-organs, the Objects and their appurtenances, Tho 
term ‘ryakta,’ ‘ perecptiblo,’ stands for what is cognisable 
by means of the Sense-orgaus; and, by reason of similarity 
to this pereeptible’ thing, its enuse also is called ‘ ryakta,’ 
perceptiblo.— What is the similarity ?“ — The similarity 
(between the perceptiblo thing and ita cause) consists in 
the presence of Colour &c. Hence the meaning of the 
Sūtra is that—‘out of the eternal substances, Earth &c., 
which are endowed with the qualities of Colour &c., are 
produced the Body and such other things, which are endow- 
ed with tle qualities of Colour &e.’ 

That this is so} is clearly proved by Perception. Wo 
actually see that out of sue substances as Clay and the like 
which are endowed with the qualities of Colour and the rest, 
aro produced objects of the same kind (1.¢., possessed of the 
qualities of Colour &c.);—and from this fact (perceived in 
connection with visible Objects) wo infer the same in con- 
nection with invisible things also; that is, in the case of the 
Clay &c., wo find that the presence of Colour and other 
qualities is common to the material cause as well as its 
product; and from this we deduce tho same in regard to 


the causal nature of the eternal sttper-sensuous things 
(Atoms) also; 


Varfika on Sü. (12). 


Oe ion: “ In what manner does the production of 
things como about? From what sort of cause aro the per- 
ceptible things, Karth &e., (in their gross form), the Body, 
the Sense-organs &c. produced?“ 


Answer—The production of perceptible things S. Ke. Says 
the Sara, “What is tho perceptible thing ? ” It is that 
substance which is equipped with the conditions of percept- 
ibility ; wud paWnibbseageainids:.ofvaimilaritis.tonthis, the cause 
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of Earth &o., in the form of Atoms, is also called ‘ percept- 
ible.’ “What is the similarity?” The similarity 
consists in the presence of the qualities of Colour &c., and 
it is by reason of this similarity of Atoms’ (to Earth &c.), 
inthe shape of the prosence of the qualities of Colour &c., 
that Atoms also are called perceptible. [The meaning of the 
Sūtra thus is that) out of the Atoms possessed of Colour and 
other qualitiss are produced tho perceptiblo things in the 
shape of the Jar and such (inanimate) objects, and also the 
Bull and such (animate) objects. 


“ What is the proof of ths?” 


That the production of objects possossed of Colour &c. is 
as described above ts clearly proved by perception. 


„Tho proof put forward is not right; as the premiss is 
not invariably true; it 13 not true that things endowed with 
Colour &, are produced out of only such things as are 
endowed with Colour &c., for we find that such things as the 
Jar, tho Bull &c., which are endowed with Colour ꝙc., are 
produced out of Conjunction (of the component parts of these 
things), which ts without Colour etc.“ 


This objection has no forco ; as ìt shows that tho objector 
has not understood tho meaning of tho Sufra; tho Sutra 
does not mean that things possessed of Colour &c., are always 
produced only from things possessed of Colour &c.; what the 
Sé/ra means is that such ‘ perceptible’ things as the Bull and 
the like are preceded by such causal factors as are endowed 
with Colour &c. In this sense the promiss put forward is 
not untrue; for no causal factors. devoid of Colour &c., are 
ever found to bring about such products as are endowed 
with Colour &c. 


Sutra (12). 


[OdjectionJ—* Wuar 18 ASSERTED is NOT TRUE; 48 
THE JAR 1sQvonieabncepidps/omrheySacks'cofSO. 12), 
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Bhasya on Sü. (12). 
[P. 197, LI. 4—5.] 

“This also is a perceptible fact that the porceptible ’ 
Jar is never found to be produced out of the ‘ perceptible’ 
Jar; hence, as we do not see the ‘ perceptible’ thing being 
produced out of the ‘ perceptible’ thing, it follows that the 
cause (of the production) of the * perceptible’ (Body &c.) is 
not a perceptible ’ thing.” 


Varfika on Sù. (12). 
IP. 456, L. 17 to P. 457, L. J.] 


- What is asserted is not true Se. qe.“ — says the Sutra. 
This criticism is based upon the notion that 
things are produced out of only such things 
as are homogeneous to them. 


Sutra (18). 
[Answer] — Ixasuuen AS ‘HE JAB 18 ACTUALLY 
PRODUCED OUT OF A f PRRCEPTIBLE’ SUBSTANCE, THR OBJEC- 
TION HAS No Force, (Sn (13). 


Bhagya on Sü. (14). 
Ip. 197, Li. 7—10,] 


We do not say that everything is the cause of everything; 
what we do say is that whatever ‘ perceptible’ thing is 
produced, it is produced out of a similar (i.e., perceptible) 
thing ; and the substance Clay, which is called ‘ potsherd,’ 
out of which the Jar is produced, is ‘perceptible.’ One 
who would deny such a patent fact could never be argued 
with by any person. 


The truth of the matter is as we have described. 
Vartika on Su. (13). 
[P. 457, L. 1 to L. 9.] 

The above objection (in SQ, 12) has no force; as it shows 
that the objector has not understood the meaning of the 
Stfra. Wedo not say that everything is the cause of every- 
thing ; the objéctiomthatcthotJaniemotyproduced out of the 


Var. P. 457. 
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Jar can bo rightly urged only against that person who holds 
that everything is the cause of everything. In fact—tnas- 
much as the Jar is actually produced out of a perceptible 
substance, the objection has no foree—saya the Süfra. The 
‘perceptible’ things, Jar and the like, when produced, are 
produced only out of such ‘ perceptible’ things as the potsherd 
and the like; so that the way in which the Jar is produced 
does not militate against our view. [Tho reasoning being 
formulated thus]—the perceptible things, Body and the like, 
are preceded by such causal factors as are possessed of Colour 
&c.,—becauso they are such that any one of them can be 
perceived by the organ of vision and of touch,*—like the Jar, 
or like Sound,—this latter being an example per contra. 
Such isthe truth upon the matter under consideration. 


End of Section (3). 


SECTION (4.) 
[Satras 14—18.] 
Examination of the Theory that the Things of the World are 
produced out of the Void. 


Bhasya on Si. (14). 
LP. 197, L. 10 to L. 14]. 


We now proceed to show up the doctrines of philosophers 
(of several schools)¢— 


„This fact has been put forward in Sd. 3-1-1, in proof of the presence of 
the Soul in the body. It is not easy to see what bearing it has apon the Body 
being produced out of perceptible substances. 

The only possible explanation is that the premiss darshanasparshandbhyam 
ekdr{hagrahana{ does not mean here the same thing that it does in Su. 3-1-1. Tho 
meaning that fits in with the present context is that—‘ because Body and such, 
things are such that any one of them is perceived by both Visual and Tactile 
organs,—which is the case with the Jar, and which is not the case with Sound, 
hence the Body must be regarded as preceded by such causal factors as are endowed 
with the qualities of Colour &c. 

The Porisudghi calls Sections 4—11 ' Aupodghafike,’ Introductory, or 
(more correctly ) ‘ Supplementary,” to the Section putting forward the theory that 
‘t perceptible thing) are peadaced Gut difppeddeprible ge oom 
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Sara (14). 

‘ ENTITIES ABE PRODUCED OUT OF NEGATION; AS 

NO OBJECT COMES INTO EXISTENOE WITHOUT HAVING 
DESTROYED (irs cause)’ —(Su. 14). 


One theory is that the entity is produced out of nega- 
tion ;—Why ?—Recause things are produced only after 
having destroyed (something) ; e.g. the sprout is produced 
only after the seed has been destroyed; and not till the seed 
is destroyed. If the ‘destruction of the seed’ were not 
the cause of the sprout, then it would be possible for the 
La come into existence even without destroying tho 
seed.” 

Vartika on Su. (14). 


(P. 457, L. 9 to L. 18.] 


We now proceed to show up the doctrines of philosophers 
—0ut of which some are rejected, while others are accepted. 
Among these, the doctrine held by some people is that 
‘entities are produced out of negation”; and in support of 
this they put forward the following arguments :—“ No object 
comes into existence without being destroyed; as a matter 
of fact, until the cause hasbeen destroyed, no effect is pro- 
duced ; e.g., the sprout comes into existence only after the 
seed has been destroyed. And if the destruction of the seed 
were not the cause of the sprout, then it would be possible 
for the sprout to appear without the seed being destroyed. 
But this is never found to happen. Hence the conclusion 
is that the ‘cause of the sprout is the destruction of the seed 
land Destruction is negation ].“ 

It is interesting to note that the purely theistic doctrine of God having 
created the world has been put by Gautama among these ‘doctrines.’ held appar- 
rently by other people. It is in view of this that the Varfika has remarked that 
the Author of the Sitra has put forward these various doctrines here—some of 
these for being oritioised, and others are put up as accepted. The Téf{parya, 


the Parishuddhi and the Prakdsha however do not admit this view. (See 
below, Note on Sec. 5). 

© Whenever an object is produced, its production is always preceded by 
the destruction of its material cause. Hence every object has for its cause 


this Destruction, Ha Deanaetioiin nt ur mF Wegal¥onoks.com 
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Bhagya on Sd. (15). 
[P. 197, L. 14 to L. 18.] 
Tho answer to the above is given in the following 
Sūtra. 
Sutra (15). 
THE BEASONING PUT FORWARD is UNSOUND; As ir 
INVOLVES SELF-CONTRADICTION,—(S0. 15.) 


The premiss—‘ because there is no production without 
destruction. is unsound; as it involves self-contradiction, 
That which destroys (the cause) cannot be said to come into 
existence after that destruction; since it must have been 
already in existence ſ in order to be able to destroy the cause; 
that which is itself non-existent cannot destroy anything]: — 
and that which comes into existence (after destruction of the 
cause) was not in existence before, and being non-existent, 
it could not destroy the cause [consequently the assertion 
that ‘the thing comes into existence after destroying the 
cause is self-contradictory }. 


Vartika on Sā. (15). 


The assertion that“ an object comes into existence 
after having destroyed (the cause) — involves a self-contra- 
diction. That which does the destroying must 
be already in existence; that which does not 
exist cannot be the cause of destruction; and that which comes 
into existence could not have been in existence before; as 
that which is already in existence can never be produced. 
So that to say that a certain object destroys (the cause) and 
then comes into existence is to make a self-contradictory state- 
ment. “ What self-contradiction is there?” By ‘self- 
contradiction? we mean incongruity; i.e. if the thing 
destroys the cause, it cannot come ‘into existence (after that 
destruction), and if it comes into existence (after destruction), 
it cannot do that destruction. ‘ 

Safra (16). 
[Not comprehending the purport of the Sigghantin's argu- 
montſoine SN bythevNihéliebosaya}— 


Var. P. 458. 
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% WHAT HAS BEEN URGED IS NOT RIGHT; FOR AS A 
MATTER OF FACT, WORDS DENOTING THE CASE-RELATIONS 
ARE APPLIED TO PAST AS WELL AS FUTURE THINGS.” 
(Su. 16), 

Bhasya on Su. (16). 
[P. 197, L. 20 to P. 198, L. 8.] 


[Says the Opponent] As a matter of fact words denot- 
ing the case-relations are used in regard to past as well 
as future things; eg. ‘the son shall be born,’ (where 
the future son is in the Nominative case] — he rejoices at 
the son to be born,’ [where the future son is in the 
Accusative Case|,—‘ he appoints the name of the son 
to be born’ [where the future scn is in the Genitive case]. 
‘the Jar existed [where the past Jar is in the Nominative 
case],—‘he is sorry for the broken Jar [where the past Jar 
is in the Accusative case],—‘these potsherds are of the 
broken Jar [where the past Jar is in the Genitive case],— 
‘Sons, not being born, are a source of anxiety, to the old 
Father e [where the future son is in the Nominative case]; 
we find several instances of such secondary (figurative) 
usage. ‘What is the primary basis of this secondary 
usage Immediate sequence is the primary basis: aud 
on this basis of ‘immediate sequence,” what the expression 
‘comes into existence after having destroyed’ means is that 
‘when going to come into ewistence the sprout destroys the 
seed; and the Nominative character (of the Sprout, not yet 
born) is purely secondary (or figurative).” 


Vartike or Su. (16). 
[P. 458, L. 6 to L. 13.] 

© What has been urged eto. eto says the Sũ fra. We find 
“that words denoting case-relations are spplied to past as 
well as future things. 2., in connection with past things 
“we find such expressions used as — he is sorry for the 
“ broken Jar,’ ‘ these potsherds are of the broken Jar,’ ‘the 
“Jar existed; and in connection with future things we find 
“ such expressions as—‘ the son shall be born, ono rejoices at 
“the son to be born,’ ‘he appoints the name of the son to 
be born,’ ‘sons, not being born, are a source of anxiety to 
ithe Vasu h e bee T nd 
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“the old father; — we find several such instances of figura- 
“tive usage. The sense therefore of the expression the 
“sprout comes into existence after having destroyed the 
“ seed’ is that ‘when going to come into existence, the 
“ sprout destroys the seed. What is the meaning of des- 
“ traction in this case? On the strength of (by reason of) 
immediate sequence destruction means coming into existe 
“ence immediately after; that is, inasmuch as the sprout 
‘ comes into existence immediately after the seed has been 
“destroyed ' [tho meaning of ‘destruction’ is immediate 
80 € Ri 
— Fu ra (17). 
[Answer — IETM so] THE VIEW. PUT FORTH OAN- 

NOT BR ACCEPTED; BECAUSE AS A MATTER OF FAOT THERE 

18 NO PRODUCTION OUT OF THINGS DESTROYED.—(SQ. 17). 

Bhagya Sa. (17). 
[P. 198, L, 5.] 

As a matter of fact, the Sprout is not produced out of the 
destroyed seed. Honce it is not true that ‘ Entities are pro- 
duced out of negation (as alleged in Sa. 14).“ 

Vartika on Sü. (17). 
[P. 458, L. 18 to P. 459, L. F.] 


The auswer to the above arguments has already been 
given under Su. 15—viz: that the view put forth involves 
eclf-contradiction; as a matter of fact, there can be no des- 
truction by a thing that has not come into existence ; nor is 
it that whenever a thing is born it has the capability of des- 
troying (its cause) Then as regards the allegation that 

P If the‘ destructiun of the seed’ were the cause of the birth of the sprout,— 
then, how ie it that we find no sprout appearing when the seed is broken up iuto pieces 
by the hammer, and the disruptured cumponeut pieces do not form another compo- 
site? And how is it that the sprout appears only when the disruption of the seed 
is followed by a fresh composite formed out of its disjointed component pieces ? 
These fects clearly show that the birth of thesprout does not arise out of the 
‘destruction ' of tlidqenioafutpargaittps://www.holybooks.com 
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“words denoting case-relations are applied to past and future 
things” (Su. 16),—we do not deny that there is such usage; 
all that we mean is that there can be no production out of 3 
non-existent cause. That words denoting case-relations are 
used in connection with past, present and future things, we 
have ourselves pointed out in the gourse of our consideration of 
the general question of the validity of cognitions; where we 
have cited such examples as ‘the tree stands’ &c. &c. 
Further, as regards the ussertion of the Opponent —“ by 
reason of immediate sequence destruction means coming 
into existence immediately after, — this is not true; for the 
cause of the sprout does not consist in the ‘destruction of 
the seed’; what happens is that the component particles of 
the seed, which (in the seed) are combined in a certain 
fashion,“ have their former composition or combination des- 
troyed, and another combination of them takes place; f and 
it is out of the latter combination that the sprout comes into 
existence; —and until the previous combina- 
tion (of the particles) has been destroyed, it is 
not possible for another combination to come into existence ; 
it is only in this sense that ‘production’ can mean tmme- 
diate sequence, For these reasons it is only right that the 
seed should be the ‘material cause’ (of the sprout). With 
a view to point outthis fact we have the S#/ra—* there 
is no production out of things destroyed.’ ‘The cause of the 
sprout is not the ‘destructiou of the seed,’ but the compon- 
ent particles of the seed, through the abandoning of their 
previous composition. This is what the Sa{ra means. 


Var. P. 459. 


©: Pyakrifavyahandm ' is the better reading; with ‘vydhafavydhandm’ the 
clause means which have their combination destroyed.’ The Bhagya on Sd. 18 
teada *#ydhatavyaharim.’ 

t The samo particles that were originally arranged ünto the form of the seed 


come to be re-arrabigudito die irano füt 2 hBWDBGES EBM 


BHASYA-VARTIKA 4-1-18 1455 


Sutra (18). 
IN so FAR AS ‘SEQUENCE’ 19 MENTIONED, — THIS WE 
DO NOT DENY. (Su, 18). 
Bhdgya on Sa. (62). 
[P. 198, L. 7 to L. 14.] 


The fact that the coming into existence (of the sprout) 
ts perceived by the ‘destruction’ (of the seed) constitutes 
their ‘sequence’; and in so far as this ‘sequence has been 
put forward (by the Opponent) as the reason (probans) 
for the proposition chat Entities are produced out of nega- 
tion ;”—this ‘sequence’ we do not deny; all that we mean 
is that, when the composition of the particles becomes disturb- 
ed, the previous combination ceases and another combination 
takes its place; and it is out of this latter com- 
bination, —and not out of negution—that the next sub- 
stance is produced.“ What happens is that the component 
particles of the Seed have aroused within them a cortain 
motion, by reason of some (unknown) cause,—whereupon 
they abandon their previous combination and take upon ane 
other; and itis from this latter combination that the sprout 
is produced; in fact we actually see that the ‘particles of 
the seed’ and their ‘composition’ constitute the causes of 
the production of the Sprout; and unless the previous 
combination has been destroyed, it is not possible for another 
combination to come into existence ;—this is all that consti- 
tutes the ‘sequence’ between Destruction aad ‘coming 
into existence ’;—but this cannot prove that Entities are 
produced out of negation” (as alleged by the Péroupaksin ). 
And inasmuch as for the production of the sprout there is 
no other cause except the component particles of the seed, 
it is only r'ght that the seed should be admitted as the cause 
of the Sprout.¢ 

Vartika on Sü. (18). 
LP. 459, L. 9 to L. 13.) 
At first there is destruction of the seed, then there comes 


the production of the Sprout,—this is what the S#{ra means, 


æ This passage, in a somewhat altered form, has already appeared iu the 
Vartike on Sa 17. 

Because, says the T&fparya, unless the seed is there, the component parti- 
cles of the seed cd,, mead drom https://www.holybooks.com 
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If mere Negation were the cause of the production of the 
Sprout, then anything would be produced out of anything 
and everything; for the factor of Negation is the same in® 
all cases; when for instance, the paddy-seed is destroyed 
there does not remain in it any capacity for persistence 
(or connection with anything); and if an effect were to be 
produced without any trace of connection (with its cause), 
then it could be brought into existence by the force of all 
things; as a matter of fact, however, every effect is found to 
be connected (with a cause). From all this it follows that 
mere Negation cannot be the cause of anything. Such is the 
meaning of the Sn ya. 


2 


End of Section (4). 


Section (5). 
[Saras 19—21.] 


Ezamination of the Theory that God is the Cause of the 
Universe. $ 


o There being no difference between the total destruction of the barley-seed 
and the total destruction of the paddy-eeed ;—both destructions being total, 
without any trace of the previously existing things. 


+The Tafparya offers it own criticisms against the argument that—“ since 
things are produced out of Negation,’ the constituent cause of things is tlie 
Void,"—which argument also it reads in the Parvepakga-Sajra 14. For details the 
reader is referred to the Ta} parya, p. 417. 


{In regard to this Section there is a difference among Commentators. Accord- 
ing to the Bhagya, the Var{ika and Vishvanatha, it is meant to propound the Nai- 
‘yayika Sigghanta that the Universe has been created by God; and in accordance 
with this view, Sd. 19 puts forward the final Siddhdn{a, Sd. 20 puts forward an 
objection against the Sigghan{a, and 88.21 answers that objection from the stand- 


point of the Sidghanfa. [tis this interpretation that we have adopted in the 
translation. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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Bhagya on Su. (19). 
LP. 198, L, 14 to L. 18.] 
Another philosopher says— 
Stifra (19). 
Gop is THE CAUSE; BECAUSE WE FIND FRUITLESSNESS 
IN THB ACTIONS OF Men, 


As a matter of fact, we find that Man, desiring a certain 
thing, does not always obtain the fruit of his desire ; hence it 
is inferred that Man’s acquisition of the fruits of his actions 
is dependent upun some other person; and that Person upon 
whom it is dependent is God; hence it follows that God is 
the Cause (of the World).“ 


In view, perhaps, of the fact that such an iuterpreiat ion of the Section is 
inconsistent with the introductory assertion of. the Bhdsya (P. 197 L. 10) we 
now proceed to show up the doctrines of philosophers,’—the Tafparya, followed 
by the Parisudghi and Prakdsha, has taken it as representing the criticism of the 
Vedanta doctrine that “God is the conetituent cause of the Universe.” By this 
interpretation Sd. 19 represents the Vegénta ‘view,{84. 20 shows the untenability 
of that view, and 84.21 puts forward the final Nydya-Sidghdnta that God is the 
creator, the efficient cause, not the constituent cause, of the Universe. 


There is also a. wider issue involved in this Scotion. The Commentators are 
agreed that the Siddhinta view here put forward is that God is the Creator of the 
Universe. Now the question arisee—How is it that this cardinal doctrine of the 
system has been inserted by ;Gautama-as a side-issue? He hes put it forward 
only among “ certain philosophical doctrines ;” and not as the true doctrine, 
Nor is it easy to reconcile the doctrine of God being the Creator with the view that 
there is no such thing as begir ning of Creation —as is often found re-iterated 
by the Var{ika (e.g. on P. 445 and P. 466) ; if there is no begnning, God may be 
the Controller, the Ruler, He cannot be the Creator. From the Maya also 
(P. 801, L. 8) it seems that God is held to be only the Seer, Knower, Omniscient, 
All-powsrful. 


According to the Tafparya this Sdtra presents the Vedinta view that God 
is the constituent cause of the world; the Parisudghi remarks that though the 
Satra has used the general term cause, yet it is clear from the context that the 
constituent ‘cause’ is meant. Varghamdna remarke—‘ From this Parcopakga Safra 
itis clear that the purpose of the Section is to refute the Vedanta-theory.’ In support 
of this view is also the fact that the preceding section also has dealt with the 
question of the constituent cause of the world. 


The Vedanta doctrine is thus stated by the 7.4{parya—“ The phenomenal 
world way not hivewdmeloutieftheiVoidyit.canycertainlpbe produced out of 
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Var{ika on Su. (19). 
P. 450, L. 13 to P. 460, L. 2.] 


God is the Cause elc. elo. — says the Sdfra, We find that 
even though man desires a certain thing, 
he does not obtain the fruit of his desire; 
from which fact we understand that Man's obtaining of the 
results of his actis dependent upon someone else; if Man, 
independently by himself, were capable of obtaining the 
results of his actions, then the action of no man could ever 
be fruitless; and no one would ever bring pain upon 
himself; —and both these are actually found to be the case; 
—hence it follows that God is the cause (of the Universe). 


Sülra (20). 
[Objection *]—“ Ir is NOT 80; BECAUSE AS A MATTER 


OF FACT, NO FRUIT APPEARS WITHOUT MAN’S ACTION.” 
(Sd 20). 


Brahman, which becomes modified into the several names and forms [i-e. 
objects and their qualities, says Vardhamana], exactly inthe same manner as the 
clay is modified into the War &c. ; or (according to other Vedantins) Brahman, 
through the limitations cast by the beginningless Nescience, appears in the form of the 
several phenomenal substances, just as the face appeara in several forms, through 
the limitations of the substances in which it becomes reflected. It is this Brahman 
that is meant by the term ‘Ishvara? in the Sara; this term connoting the pow- 
ers of reflection and action, both of which are present in Brahman alone; and not 
in Negation, or in Primordial Matter, or in Atome. Man himself does possess these 
powers, Butif Man were the ordainer of the World, and had the necessary pro- 
pertiss of omniscience and omnipotence, then he could never undertake an action 
that would turn out to bo futile, fruitless. And masmuch as we do find the actions 


of Men turning out fruitless, ws conclude that God,—i.e. Brahman—is the Cause of 
the World. Sd. (19). 


° According to the Bhagya thie Sigra is an objection urged by the Pürvapakzin, 
against the Nyaya doctrine stated in Sd. 19. According to the T&{parya, itis an 
objection urged by the Siddhantin Naiydyika, against the Vedānta doctrine stated 
in Bü. 19. In pursuance of this interpretation, the Ta¢parya introduces this Sd. 20 
as follows: — It puts forth arguments against the Vedänta theory of things evolving 
or modifying out of Brahman, and concludes with the assertion that it is not right 
to hold that Brahmmpa ayelvascer sandifiesinteshaendiedsophenomenal substances ; and 


Var. P. 460. 
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Bhasya on Sü, (20). 
[p. 199, Ll. 2 —8:] 


[Objection] :— If the appearance of fruits (of actions) 
were dependent upon God (entirely), then such fruits could 
be accomplished evon without the desire (and action) of 
man.“ 


Vartika on Sd. (20). 
DP. 460, L. 4 to L. 9.] 


lt is not so, etc. eic.— says the Ff ra. If God were the cause 
of things, then there could be experiencing of pleasure and 
pain even without any act of Man; and the result of this 
would be that all activity of Men would disappear and there 
would be no possibility of Release; and the character of 
God being one and uniſorm, all His acts would be of one 
and the same kind. If, on the other hand, God brought 
about effects, with the help of (under the influence of) causes 
(other than Himself), then it would mean that He does not 
produce that whose help He requires; e.g., the potter does 
not build the stick &. (which he needs). If it were only 
under the influence of Men’s acts that God was the cause 
of the Universe, then so far as those acts are concerned, God 
would not be the all-powerful God at all.” 


as such is the constituent cause of things; though it may be that Brahman or God is the 
efficient cause of things ;—and then it goes on to say that in connection with the view 
that God is the eficient cause of things, it might be held that in creating the world, 
Gud is not influeuced by any other force ;—and it is with a view to guard against 
this view that we have Bü. 20, which shows that God is influenced by the actions of 


It may be noted that the roundabout manner in which the Tf parya has got to fit 
in the Sitra to its own interpretation shows that it is, perhaps, not what the Safras 


really mean; that ia the @éteashatenoitesringwpemtbedtediagetheory at all, 
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Sf ra (21), 
[AnswerJ—InasmucH As ir 18 INFLUENOED BY 


Hiv, THERE 18 NO FOROB IN THE REASON (PUT FORWARD). 
(Sa. 21). 


Bhagya on SO. (21). 
[P. 199, L. 5 to P. 210, L. 15.] 


As a matter of fact, God helps the efforts of Man; i.e., 
when Man is trying to obtain a particular fruit, it is God 
that accomplishes that fruit for him; when God does not 
accomplish it, Man's action becomes fruitless; —hence since 
things are thus iufluenced by God, what has been urged to 
Bus the effect that“ because as a matter of fact 
a. P. 200. : s x ee tae 

no fruit appears without man’s action —is 

no reason at all. 


[The question now arises—What is God? The Bhagya 
proceeds to answer this question]—Ged is a distinct Soul 
endowed with certain qualities; for as a being of tbe samo 
kind as * Suul’ He cannot be put under any other category ; 
hence God is defined as a particular Soul endowed with such 


©The Täłparya, in pursuance of its own interpretation, remarke :—‘ Having 
rejected the two theories—(1) thatthe World is ‘evolved out of Brahman, and (2) 
that God, independent of all other forces, is the Creator of the world, the author 
of the Safra now puts forward his own final Siddhanta,’ 


According to the Bhdgya, this Sajra is only the Naiyaéyika's answer to the objec- 
tion urged in 86. 21,; the sense being that—‘ inasmuch as Man's efforts are influenced 
by God, what has been urged in Sd. 20, against the view that God isthe efficient cause 
of the world, is not a valid reason. | 


The Nyäya-Siddhânta is this expounded by the Tütparya:— The World has the 
Atoms for its constituent cause ; and its efficiont cause isGod as influenced by Men's 
acts ; and these acts also have God for their efficicnt cause ; vor is there any incon- 
gruity in thia; since even though the carpenter is helped and influenced by the axe, 
yet the axe also is made by him. The reason put forward in Su, 20 has no force 
against the view that the world is the work of God as helped by Men's acts, though 
it is an effective argument against the view thatin creating the world, God does not 
require the belp of uythinglcutéiden Hinselfyww.holybooks.com 
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qualities as—(1) absence of demerit, wrong knowledge and 
negligence, and (2) presence of merit, knowledge and in- 
tuitiveness , and to Him also belongs, the eight-fold ‘ Power’ 
—consisting of ‘minuteness’ and the rest—as the result 
of His Merit and Knowledge ;—His ‘ Merit’ follows the bent 
of His Volition ;—He controls the activity of the residuum of 
of Merit and Demerit subsisting in each individual Soul, 
as also that of the Harth and other material substances; and 
He is Omnipotent in regard to His creation, not however, 
failing to be influenced by the results of acts, done by the 
anaiai beings He creates ;—He has- obtained“ all 

Ne ee the results of His deeds ; {and continues to act 
for the sake of His created ‘beings, because] just as the 
father acts for His children, so does God also act father-like for 
living beings, There is no other category except the category 
of ‘Soul’ to which God could belong; for (as in the case of 
Soul so) in the case of God, no other property, save Bugd@hi, 
Cognition, can be pointed out as being indicative of His 
existence.f From scriptures also we learn that God is the 
‘Seer, the Cogniser and the Kuower of all things.’ If God 
were not discernible by the presence of Buddhi and such 
other indicatives of the ‘ Soul,’ then, being, as He is, beyond 
the reach of ordinary Perception, Inference and Words, 
how could His existence be described and 1 by any- 
oneP Lastly, if God acted irrespectively of the effects 
of acts done by the beings created by Him, then, this view 
would become open to all those objections that have been 
urged against the view that “the creation is not due to the 
acts of Souls” [ Vide, end of I Daily Lesson, Adhy&ya III]. 


Var ika on St, (21). 
[P. 460, L. 11 to P. 471, L. 9.] 


Inasmuch us tt is influenced by Him etc. eto. — says the 
Süfra. We do not say that God is the cause of the world, 
independently of the actions of Men &o.; what we do assert 
is that God helps the efforts of Mun. | 


© We have adopted the reading of the Puri Ms. B. HHN instead of : 
which latter is the reading adopted by the Tafparya ;this latter also explains 
URRE 40 VAT ARNT. 

+ Thongh God differs from other Souls in the point ot His Cognition &. being 
eternal, while those of others are evanescent, yet He must be classed under the 


same category ; since HH, WO alee hhRatedby Bagdhi &o. 
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What is the meaning of helping in this case? 

What it means is that He instigates each act (of Man) in 
accordance with its true character, and in due consideration 
of the time of its fruition. The philosopher, who regards 
God as the cause of things, irrespectively of the acts of Men, 
becomes open to the objection that under his theory there 
remains no possibility of Final Release. Under tle theory 
that God is dependent (upon the acts of Men) there is no 
such incongruity. 

The rest is clear in the Bhayya. 


When the Author of the Sūtra declares that things are 
influenced by God, he admits that God is the eficient cause 
(of things); that cause is called ‘efficient’ which helps the 
other two kinds of cause—the constituent and the non- 
constituent ; e.g., the shuttle &o. help the yarns (which are 
the constituent cause of the Cloth) as well as the yarn- 
combinations (which form the non-constituent cause of the 
Cloth). 


“ If God is the eficient cause of the World, then what is 
the direct constituent cause of the World?” 


We have already explained that the constituent cause of the 
World consists of the Earth and other sub- 
stances in their subtle form, known under the 
name of ‘ Atoms.’ 


It having been admitted that perceptible substances are 
the constituent cause of the World,—and there being a 
difference of opinion in regard to the constituent cause,—we 
have (in the Bhagya) a treatment of the subject of God; that 
is, .people have held different views in regard to the 
efficient cause of the World, —some people holding Time 
to be that cause, others God,“ while others again put forward 
Primordial Matter; and among these diverse opinions which 
is the right one d from https:/www.holybooks.com 


Var, P. 461. 
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The right view is that God is the efficient cause of the 
World; for it is in support of this view that we find proofs 
coming forward unimpeded. “ But the very existence 
is still unproved.” If you mean by this that“ it is only 
after the existence of God has been proved that it oould be 
proved that God is the efficient,* and not any other kind of 
Cause ;—as a matter of fact, the very existence of God is 
still unproved, hence the enquiry stated is not proper, — 
then our answer is that this is not right; because by this 
very enquiry the emistence of God becomes established; that 
is, the egistence of God is established by that same proof 
which establishes the fact of His being the cause (of the 
World); for the simple reason that that which does not exist 
can never be the cause of anything. “What is the 
reasoning that proves the fact of God being the cause? 


We state that reasoning as follows :—‘ Primordial Matter, 
Atoms aud Karma’ t can act only when, prior to beginning, 
they are controlled by an intelligent (conscious) cause, —bea 
cause they are themselves unconscious,—like the axe and 
such other implements; —the axe &c., being unconscious, act 
only when they are controlled by the conscious carpenter, 
—and similarly Primordial Matter, Atoms and ‘ Karma,’ 
being themselves unconscious, are found to act ;—hence it 
follows that these also are controlled by conscious agents. 


Those who regard Primordial Matter to be the cause of 
the World have held that what controls the activity of Prim- 
ordial Matter is the purpose of Man,’ i.e. Primordial 
Matter acts when urged to activity by the purpose of man; 
this ‘purpose of man’ is twofold: (1) the perception of 
Colour &c. and (2) the perception of difference between the 
Soul and the Attributes (of Matter); and neither of these 

© farftrenrceyaraze is the right reading. 


t.Some people ascribe the origin to the action of Primordial Matter ; others to 


Atoms, and others again to the ‘Karma,’ or the collective residue of the deeds 
of Men. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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purposes can be accomplished without the action of Primordial 


Matter. 

This doctrine cannot be accepted ; as before the activity 
it is not possible; that is, until Primordial Matter acts 
and becomes modified into Mahat &c., there is neither 
‘perception of Colour &.“ nor ‘perception of difference 
between the Soul and the Attributes of Matter’; so that 
these causes (of the activity of Primordial Matter) being 
absent, no activity of Primordial Matter would be possible. 
In answer to this it might be argued that“ the said 
causes are present (even before the action of Primordial 
Matter) fur that which does not exist already can never 
come into existence, and that which exists can never 
cease to exist; —but in that case, the theory would 
mean that what urges theactivity of Primordial Matter is 
ee the ‘purpose of Man,’ which is already in 

existence; so that the activity of Primordial 
Matter could not be for the accomplishing of the ‘ purpose 
of Man’; in ordinary life whenone already possesses a certain 
thing he does not act for the sake of obtaining that 
thing. Further, (under the theory as now explained), 
the activity of Primordial Matter would be unceasing, its 
cause being always there at hand. That is, the activity of 
Primordial Matter being for the ‘ purpose of Man,’ inas- 
much as the purpose of Man would ew hypothesi be there 
in existence, the said activity should be always going on. 
If, even though present, the ‘ purpose of Man’ did not urge 
the activity of Primordial Matter, then the said purpose’ 
cannot be the cause of that octivity; for that alone can be 
regarded as the cause of the activity of Primordial Matter 
during whose absence the said Matter does not act and 
during whose presence it does act. It might be urged that— 
“ Even though present, the ‘ purpose of Man’ fails to urge 
Primordial Matter inteiactévity; on achount.ofrobstruction.” 
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—But in that case, since the removal of the obstruction 
would be impossible, there would always be absence of activity ; 
it would be impossible to remove the obstruction to the purpose 
of Man, for the simple reason that according to you that which 
exists cannot cease to exist; so that the obstruction being 
everlasting, there would always be absence of activity. 
Further, you (Sänkhyas) hold the view that Primordial 
Matter consists of the Attributes of Saffva, Bajas and Tamas 
in the state of equilibrium; and it behoves you to 
explain why this equilibrium ceases; until the equilibrium 
has ceased, there can be no disparity (which is necessary 
for the activity of Matter). “ The dispurity is due to 
relation of mutual subserviency among the said Attributes 
being unsettled.”* On this point also we put to you the 
following question—How is it that in (Primordial Matter) 
what has been equal [i.e. the Attributes comes to be more 
or less? For certainly there is neither addition of any- 
thing new, nor subtraction of anything that has been there 
{and under these two conditions alone can there be disparity 
where there has been equality], Then again, Man per- 
ceives Sound and other things, not perceived before,— 
Buddbi makes them perceived ; now do these things—Sound 
&c.—have any peculiarities produced in them (when they 
become perceived ? or do they not have any such peculiarities 
produced in them ?—If, when perceived, they have some peou. 
liarities produced in them, then this (involving the assertion 
that peculiarities, not Present before, are produced) goes 
against your doctrine that “ what has not been in existence 
already cannot be produced.” If, on the other hand, the 
things are perceived without having any peculiarities pro- 
duced in them, then also your self-contradiction ù remains: 
this view of yours going against your doctrine that the 


o At one time Saffva predominates over the other two; then \Rajas predomi- 
nates and then Tamas, and so on, this unsettled relation causes the disparity which 
leads to the activity i Magéed from https://www.holybooks.com 
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purpose of man urges the activity of Primordial Mat ter,“ “ 
Thus it is found that the more the doctrine of Primordial 
Matter being the cause of the World is examined, the 
more opposed to reasoning it is found to be. 

There are others who hold that the cause of the World 
consists of Atoms as controlled by the ‘ Karma’ of men. To 
these philosophers we address the following remarks :—(A) 
If Atoms are active, such activity should be unceasing ? 
“But they act under the influence of the peculiarities of 
time.“ What has been said in regard to 
Atoms npplies to Time also. That is to say, 
just as Atoms, being ‘unconscious things, stand in need of a 
conscious controller, so does Time also; as unconsciousness 
is present there also. “ But there can be activity in un- 
conscious things also, as we find in the case of Milk ; i.e, just 
as Milk, which is unconscious, is active, flows out, for the 
nourishment of the calf, similarly Atoms, though unconscious, 
would be active for the accomplishment of the purposes of 
man.” This is not right; for what is put forward as the 
premiss is itself still to be proved; just as it is still to be 
proved that Atoms are active by themselves, so is it still to be 
proved that the unconscious Milk is active by itself. In 
fact if the Milk were active by itself, then it could flow out 
of the teats of the dead mother also ;—it is however never 
found to flow out of dead bodies ;—hence it follows that the 
Milk also is under the influence of a conscious agent; speci- 
ally because the reason (for postulating such influence, viz : 
unconsciousness) is found present in the case of Milk also. 
From all this we conclude that whenever an unconscious 

e If the things are perceived, it means that the purpose of Man’—in the 
shape of the Perception of things—is accomplished ; and if this is accomplished 


without the appearanoe of any fresh peculiarities in the things, then for what 
would theactivity of Primordial Matter be necessary ? So that the two doctrines 


are not compatible. 
| t The right EPEE EE E on VSO 


Var. P. 463. 
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thing is active, it is so only under the influence of a conscious 
agent- (B) The following is another reason:—It is 
only when the perceptible world, consisting of the elemental 
substances &c., is controlled by a conscious agent that it be- 
comes the source of pleasure and pain,—because it is en- 
dowed witb Colour and such other qualities,—like the shut- 
tle &0 ?--Again, it is only when Merit and Demerit are 
controlled by a conscious agent that they bring about the 
experiences of man,—because they are instruments,—like 
the Axe &o. „The Soul itself shall be the controlling 
agent of Merit and Demerit ;. that same Soul to whom the 
Merit and Demerit belong shall be the conscious agent con- 
trolling them (and not any other Being in the shape of 
God ).“ That cannot be; for they (Merit and Demerit) 
cannot be there before the Soul has already become endowed 
with Body and Sense- organs,“ until the aggregate of the 
Body and the Sense-organs has been produced for the Person- 
ality (the Soul), it remains incognitive and does not perceive 
Colour and such other objects of cognition; and there being 
no cognition, how could he attain any Merit and Demerit ? 
Further, if the Personality were independent 
in its actions, it could not bring about suffer- 
ing for itself; for certainly no one desires pain for himself ; 
further, when one strikes his own limb, or cuts off his own 
head, he does so with the notion that the maiming (caused by 
the striking of the limbs) and the dying (caused by the cut- 
ting off of the head) are desirable for him [and this could not 
be so, if our Man were an independont agent). If it be 
held that ‘the Atoms become active when controlled by Merit 
and Demerit,’—that cannot be right; because of their 
being unconscious things; no unconscious thing has ever by 
itself been found to be the controller of anything. Even grant- 
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the power of urging the Atoms to activity,—the view put 
forward cannot be accepted ; as no Instrument by itself (in- 
dependently of a conscious manipulation) has the power of 
accomplishing * any act; as a- matter of fact, no Instru- 
ment by itself is ever found to accomplish an act. If 
(with a view to avoid the said difficulties) it be held that— 
the action is brought about by Merit and Demerit, through 
the Atoms,” —this also cannot be accepted, for no such thing 
is ever found to happen; as a matter of fact we never find 
action being brought about by what is an ‘objective’ or an 
‘instrument’ [and the Atoms and Merit and Demerit belong 
to these two categories]. The Soul shall be the doer (the 
agent). That we have already answered by pointing out 
that (prior to the appearance of the Body and the Sense- 
organs) the Soul is entirely incognitive [and as such cannot 
do anything]. ‘ The (first) appearance of the Body &o. 
would be without cause.” That also cannot be right ; as no 
such thing has ever been seen. And there is no other explan- 
ation possible. Hence the only possible conclusion is that 
Atoms as well as‘ Karma ’ become active only when controlled 
by conscious agents. 

Objection :—“ Not pang. er with action, the conscious 
Being cannot be the cause.’ 

If you mean by this that“ the Potter and such active 
agents are always found to be such as are imbued with 
action; — God, on the other hand, is devoid of action, —hence 
He cannot be the cause (the creator, of the world), —then, 
this cannot be accepted ; for none of the alternatives posaible 
under this view can be maintained: when it is said that 
God is devoid of action,” to what action does it refer? + 

T The Puorvapakgin takes his stand upon the position that action means 
vibration, which presupposes some sort of material body, and as God has no such 
body, it follows that he must be devoid of action. The Siddhantin's reply is 


that vibration is not the only form of action ; as knowing, re, willing &o. 
also are actions ; and thexetiiraol’ valnebudraetygo™ 
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Our actions are of two kinds—(l) that in the shape of 
Throwing Upwards and the like, and (2) that which is spoken 
of by means of verbs. If the assertion that ‘God is 
davoid of action’ refers to actions expressed by verbs, 
the fact stated as the ‘ reason’ (that God is devoid of action) 
is not trua; for God is held to be self-sufficient (independent) ; 
as a matter of fact, God is ever independent. “ What is 
the meaning of self-sufficiency ? ” It means that He is not 
influenced by other agents and that He on His part influences 
other agents“; this we have already explained in course of 
our explanation of the case-relations’. If, on the other 
hand, the allegation that ‘God is devoid of action’ refers 
to such action as Throwing Upwards and the like, then, the 
premises put forward [ what is devoid of action cannot be the 
cause of anything, hence God, being devoid of action, can- 
not be the cause of the world’ ] is clearly ‘inconclusive, ; 
for as a matter of fact, we find both kinds of causes — active 
as well as inaciive; at times substance produces 
another substance after their action has ceased ; 
e.g. when two things (atoms) are in motion and they come 
into contact, their action (motion) ceases, and it is only then 
that the two things produce other substances, through 
the said contact ; this provides an example of the produc- 
tion of things by causes not in action, again, when several 
substances (yarns, e g.) come together and form an aggregate, 
a single substance (Oloth) is produced out of such conjunc- 
tions as are distinct from the specific causes, [i. s., the conjunc- 
tions between each pair of yarns, which are the simple 
causes of each of those pairs of Yarns’]; while when a 
certain component part of an object is separated from it 
{when for instance, the corners of a square piece of wood 
are cut off], the previous object (the wooden square) ceases 
to exist, and, the remaining component substances (parts 
of the wood-square) bring into existence a different object 
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(in the shape of the rounded piece of wood) ;—and here also 
we have the production of an object without any action 
ou the part of the causes. On the other hand, some sub- 
stances produce others only when endowed with action; e g. 
when two things come into contact by the action of one of 
them (e.g. when a ball of clay is thrown at the clod of Earth 
lying on the ground), and the said action comes to end on 
account of that contact, the new substance (the enlarged 
clod of Karth) becomes produced simultaneously with the 
cessation of the said action of one of the two substances; 
and here we have an example of the production of a sub- 
stance by causes endowed with action. Further, your 
argument involves self-contradiction also; since your phi- 
losophy does not admit of such action as Throwing Upwards 
and the like. 


[The Opponent raises fresh objections against the idea 
of God being the Creator of the World] —“ God cannot be 
the Cause (of the World), because none of the alternatives 
possible under this theory is admissible: E.g. if God is the 
Creator, does He orchte things (a) through something 
else? or (b) independently of anything outside Himself ? 
“What does this mean? (a) If He does it through the help 
of something else, then He cannot be the Creator of that by 
the help of which He oreates other things; and so with 
other things also. The fact that ‘God is not the creator of 
the thing upon whose help He depends’ would also serve 
as an argument (against the idea of God being the Creator 
of the World). If it be held that God creates certain things 
independently of everything else,—then it should be possible 
for Him to create all things in the. same manner. (b) And 
if God be held to create all things independently by Him- 
self, then the action of men would become futile; and this 
would mean that there would be no Final Release for men; 
and all tho objeations,cthat hhavowbeetyburgedm (in Adh. III) 
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against the view that the Creator of things is not dependent 
upon the actions of men, would become applicable to the 
the view now put forward.” 


[Our answer to the above is as follows]—Inasmuch as 
we have never held the view that God creates things in- 
dependently of all things outside of Himself, our theory is 
not open either to the objeotion that Merit and Demerit 
are futile, or to those objections that lie against the view 
that the Creation of the World is not dependent upon 
the actions of men. As regards the argument that God 
cannot be the Creator of that thing by whose help he creates 
other things, —this is not quite true; it is not true in all 
cases that one does not create that by whose help he does 
something else; e.g.a man who is well-versed in several 
crafts makes the axe with the help of other implements, 
and with the help of that same axe he makes 
sticks and such other things, and with the 
help of this stick he again makes the Jar;—and yet by 
making these things one after the other, the man does not 
cease to be the ‘ maker.’ Similarly with the help of Merit 
and Demerit, God makes the Body and its pleasures and 
pains,—and He also brings into existence Merit and Demerit 
with the help of Mind-Soul contact accompanied by pure 
and impure intentions (respectively)—and He also produces 
the pure and impure intentions through the remembrance 
(on the part of men) of past pleasures and pains, and with 
the help of things that brought about those pleasures and 
pains. At the time that He creates a certain thing, 
He is not the maker of that which helps Him in that 
creation.’ If you mean by this that—" at the particular 
time when He brings into existence something made by Him, 
He cannot be the Oreator of that with the help of which 
He briugs that thing into existence, ’—then our answer is that 
we do not say that God creates all things at one and the same 
time; what Wewsayvéd fthattpHeoreates things one after an- 
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other ; and the said objection does not lie against the theory 
of God creating things one after another. The thing 
that He creates in the beginning—the creation of that 
must be without the help of anything else.” If you mean 
by this that if God creates the Body &o. through the help 
of Merit and Demerit, how does He create the first 
thing at the beginning of oreation? — then our answer is 
that since we do not admit of any beginning of creation ’ 
there is no room for the question; in fact we have already 
explained that the world is without beginning. It is thus 
also that Merit and Demerit come to be effective; that is to 
say, Merit and Demerit subsisting in the several living beings 
can be effective only if the world is without beginning and 
the Creator is dependent upon things outside of Himself, 


[A fresh question is started]—*‘ When God creates the 
world, for what purpose does He create it? In ordinary 
experience we find that when a man does something, he does 
it with a certain motive—such as ‘I shall obtain such and 
such thing, or ‘I shall get rid of such and such a thing; — 
for God however there can be nothing to be got rid 
of, because He has no pain; nor can there be anything to be 
acquired, as He is allepowerful (and as such is already the 
master of all things).“ 


[There are two answers to this question]—(1) Some people 
have held that it is for purposes of amusement ; some people 
explain that God creates the World for purposes of amuses 
ment. This view however is not right; for ‘amusement’ 
is that which brings happiness to those who, in the absence 
of that amusement, would not obtain happiness and 
certainly the Supreme Lord, having no pain, cannot bea 
seeker after happiness; as it is only persons in pain that 
seek for happiness aded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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(II) Others have explained that God creates the world for 
the purpose of showing His powers; these persons have 
held the view that it is with a view to make known the 
manifoldness of the world (created by Him) 
that God creates it. This view also is as 
unsound as the former one; there is nothing gained 
(by God) by making known His powers, nor is anything lost 
by not making them known. 


“ For what purpose then does God create the world?” 


The most unobjectionable view is that it is by reason of 
His nature being so that God creates things; just as the 
Earth upholds things, because such is its very nature,—and 
similarly with other things, —exactly in the same manner 
God acts because such is His very nature; for as a matter 
of fact the very nature of God consists of activity. “If 
God’s activity is due to His nature, He should act constantly, 
without cessation.” If you mean by this that—“ if the 
very nature of God consists of activity, then it is not possible 
for Him to be active and tnactive by turns; for it is not 
possible for that whose very nature consists of activity to 
cease from activity; nor should it be possible to create 
things one after the other, because the nature of a thing 
is one and uniform [so that there cannot be activity and 
inactivity, and consequent creation and non-creation, one 
after the other]; it will not be possible for God to say at 
one time may this come off, and at another time may 
this not come off; for out of a cause which is of one uniform 
nature, we never find different kinds of products issuing,” 
—then our answer is that the objection does not lie against 
us, for we qualify God as endowed with intelligence; we have 
already explained that God’s nature is endowed with in- 
telligence, and what is dependent upon things outside 
itself can never be incessantly active; it cannot produce 
everything at mneioand fthentsamewtimedn.cfact what alone 
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come into existence are the causes of which happen to come 
together, while that of which the causes do not come together 
does not come into existence; and certainly it is never 
possible for the causes of all things to come together at one 
and the same time; hence the contingency of all things 
being produced at the same time cannot arise. When God 
does become active, towards creating a certain thing He 
had to wait for (a) the time of fruition of Merit and 
Demerit to arrive, (b) the appearance of other (auxiliary) 
causes, (c) the proximity of beings related to the things to 
be created (d) the fruition of the Merit and Demerit belong- 
ing to the beings related to the thing to be created, and 
(e) the non-obstruction of the aforesaid conditions. 


‘The Godlinese—Omnipotence—of God,—is it eternal 
or evanescent? If it is evanescent, you should point out the 
cause that produces it; in the case of the peron whose 
powers are evanescent, there is always a diversity of causes 
bringing about those powers—the power of being minute 
or large at will and-so forth ; and so in the case of all other 
beings. And (there being diverse causes of His Powers) 
there would be several Gods. What would be the harm 

if there were several Gods?’ There would 

be this difficulty, that if two Gods, with 
conflicting motives, intended to act towards the producing 
of a single thing,—there would be no (effective) action at all. 
If it be held that one would surpass the other, then the 
one that surpasses would be the God, and not theother. If, 
on the other band, the powers of God are eternal, then 
there would be no use for Merit (in His case), as His powers, 
(being eternal), could not be the result of His Merit.” 


Our answer is that the powers of God are eternal. Nor 
would this view be open to the objection that in that case 
His Merit would be useless; for the Merit that belongs to 
God does not produce pesrenpinvimoywhat.détrdoes is to help 
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the aggregate Merit and Demerit subsisting in each individ- 
ual Soul. [This answer has been given on the understand- 
‘ing that Merit does belong to God]; in reality Merit does 
not belong to God [all His purposes being accomplished 
by means of His Knowledge and Power, which are eternal]; 
so that the objection that has been urged has no application 
at all to our view. 


“ Inasmuch as we can have no definite conception of 
the nature of God, there would always be a doubt as to 
whether God is a ‘substance’ or He belongs to one of the 
other categories of quality and the rest.“ 


God is a substance, because he is endowed with a quality, 
that of Intelligence, —like other substances, “ If God is 
intelligent, He must be like other Souls (encased in a Body, 
and so forth).” No, He is not like other Souls, for the 
simple reason that He is endowed with distinct qualities; 
just as Earth &c. (though substances) are not regarded as 
Souls, because they are endowed with distinct qualities 
(which do not belong to Souls), in the same manner, since 
God differs from other Souls in His qualities, He cannot be 
like these otber Souls. 


“What is the difference in His qualitios ? ” 


In answer to this some people declare that the merit, 
knowledge, dispassion and power of God ure of a superior 
order, — this superiority consisting in their eternality. 

This however we do not understand; for there is no 
such proof of the eternality of God's Merit &o. as there 
is of His being endowed with intelligence; and one cannot 
accept that for which there is no proof. 


The real superiority of God, which constitutes His 
difference from other Souls, consists in the eternality of His 
intelligence ; the intelligence of God is eternal, as also the 
other common qualities of Number &., God being endowed, 
like Akdsha, witineidepalitivms:/w\Wehabdssthe proof of God's 
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intelligence being eternal?” The proof of this consists 
in the fact.that Atoms are active only when controlled by 
an intelligent agent. This fact only proves that God 
is possessed of intelligence; how does it follow that this 
intelligence is eternal?” That follows from the fact 
that God's intelligence is not restricted to only one thing at 
atime; such intelligences as are restricted to one thing at 
a time are found to appear only when the Body and such 
other (accessory) causes are present; God's intelligence, 
on the other hand, is not restricted to only one thing at a 
time; as is shown by the faot that at one and the same time 
it brings about several effects; e.g. we find 

several immovable things (trees) coming into 
existence at one and the same time; and this could not be 
possible if God's intelligence were restricted to only one 
thing at a time. The qualities present in God are only 
the. following : Number, Dimension, Separateness, Con- 
junction, Disjunction and Intelligence, 


If, from the fact of God being an intelligent being, one 
were to deduce the fact of His having a body also,—the 
person who would make this deduction would have to admit 
those Body and other (attendant) thinge to be either eternal 
or non-eternal. If they are non-eternal, then the presence 
of Merit and Demerit also will have to be admitted (in God);* 
and if tbat were admitted, then, being under the influence 
of. Merit and Demerit, God would not be ‘God’, the Supreme 
Lord’, at all. If then you assume the Body &c. of (tod 
to be eternal, then you would be making an assumption 
contrary to what is directly perceptible [no Body being 
ever found to be ever-lasting]; and if you are prepared to 
admit what is apparently absurd, you might as well admit 
Intelligence (Cognition) itself to be eternal; and if you hold 

that in God there are several (evanescent) intelligences appear- 
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ing in a continuous series,—then in that case, it would not 
be possible for several trees &c. to come into existence at one 
and the same time. If (in answer to this) it be held that even 
though appearing in a series, those intelligences are opera- 
tive upon all things (So that it would be quite possible 
for several things to be produced simultaneously), —even 80 
this would be assuming something quite contrary to well- 
known facts; and one who would make such an assumption 
might as well admit Intelligence itself to be eternal, Thus 
then it is found that Intelligence can be either eternal or 
appearing in a continuous series; and it has been shown that 
it is not right to hold that it forms a continuous series. 


[The Opponent takes up the thread of the original discuss- 
ionJ—“ If God be held to be different (from other Souls) 
simply by reason of His being endowed with qualities 
different from those found in other Souls,—then this would 
mean that such things as are possessed of the same qualities 
are identical ; e.g. Time and Space.” 


Certainly not; what you say does not necessarily 
follow from our hypothesis; what we assert is simply that 
from the difference in qualities there follows diversity (in 
the things), and not that from non-difference of qualities there 
follows identity (of the things); e.g. we find that though 
several Jars are possessed of the same qualities, yet they 
are many; so that even though Time and Space may be 
possessed of the same qualities, yet they are regarded as 
different, by reason of the fact that they bring about diverse 


effects. 

Further, unless God were endowed with intelligence, it 
would not be possible for the World to come into existence. 
And this intelligence or cognition of God is operative upon 
all things, bearing upon past, present and future things— 
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and is direct (intuitive)“; it is not inferential, nor verbal 
(nor analogical, nor sense-perception]; for neither Inference 
nor Scriptures bear upon that. God's cognitions being ever- 
lasting, there is no Faculty (Memory); i.e, inasmuch as 
 God’s cognition is eternal, there need be no Faculty or 
Memory for Him ; and because His cognition 
| is eternal, and there is no Faculty in Him, 
He has no BReoollection; there being no Recollection He 
can have no inferential cognition. He has no pain, because 
He has no Demerit; and having no pain, He does not become 
disgusted with things; and for that same reason he has no 
hatred; Desire there is, but it is not tainted (by ignorance), 
and is unobstructed in regard to all things, just as is s His 
Intelligence (or Cognition). 


“Is God bound or released ? * 


He is not bound; because He has no pain; and not * 
bound, He cannot be released; as it is only one who has been 
in bondage that can be released; and there is no bondage 
for God; hence He cannot be released. 


“ Since God is not related to the other * it can not 
be possible for Him to control them.” 


If you mean by this that—“ the Merit and Demerit 
subsisting in the other things, (ie. the other Souls), are not 
related to God, either directly or indirectly; and Merit and 
Demerit cannot be operative unless they are controlled 
(by God), "—our answer is that there js no force. in this; 
asan unborn relation is always possible; some pepole have 
held that there is an unborn relation (of God) with the other 
Souls ; and this ‘ unborn relation,’ not having been denied in 
the Nyāya system, it may be taken for granted. The philo- 
sophers who have postulated the unborn relation’ prove it 

by the following reasoning :==" God must be related to Akasha 


© Prafyakea means direct cognition, not cognition born of the Senses; for God's 
cognition being etefialy canst be Born tbr prada OO KS. oom 
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and other all-pervading substances,-- because He is in contact 
with corporeal. substances, —like the Jar; —the Jar, being 
in contact with another Jar,“ which is a corporeal substance 
becomes related to Akasha and other all-pervading sub- 
stances,—and as God also is similarly connected with corpor- 
eal substances, He also should be related to Akasha and 
other all-pervading substances.’ “This relation between 
God and Souls—is it all-pervadingornot?” This question 
is meaningless, and as such, need not be answered at all; + 
all that we can say is that there is such a thing as the 
relation: of God with other Souls; we do not go further to 
examine whether this relation does, or does not, pervade over 
God and the other Souls. 


Those philosophers also who do not acoept the presence 
of the ‘unborn relation’ (as between God and other Souls), 
—for them also, inasmuch as it is possible for God to be 
related to the atomic Mind, there would always be the said 
relationship (with otber Souls); there is a Mind belonging 
to each individual Soul, and all these Minds are related to 
God ; ; and thus then, it being possible for God to have this 
(indirect) relation, through relation (of Mind), with the 
other Boule, —it is by. this relation that God controls 
all Souls just as action is produced in ‘the hand by 
the Man's effort und the connection of the ‘Soul with the 
hand, and the Hand, rendered thus active, becomes connected 
with the pincer or some such implement, and 
by means of these instruments he gets at the 
red-hot ball of iron (which the hand could not get at 
directly). | 

“ What you have put forward may be accepted as an 
argument for God being regarded as the cause of. the World 
at the beginning of Creation ; but from this same argumené, 
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it would seem that God cannot be the cause of the world at 
the' present time.” 

The same argument holds 3853 for the present time also; 
the same arguments hold good even now: (a) the Merit 
and Demerit of Souls dying must be controlled by an intelli- 
gent Agent; ’—(b) the Earth and the other -elemental sub- 
stances down to Wind are operative in performing their 
respective functions of upholding (wetting, burning and blowing) 
only when controlled by an intelligent Agent,because they 
are themselves unconscious,—like the Axe and such other 
instruments; — (o) similarly wo can make ‘Grass and such 
things’ the subject of the syllogism (proving that they are 
controlled by an intelligent Agent), and the premiss put 
forward in the form ‘because they are the objects of visual 
and tactile peroeption.— In the same manner, in regard to 
whatever object there may be a difference of opinion,—and 
it may be found to have the character of a product, — we 
can make it the Subject,’ and prove the same fact. in regard 
to it by means of the example of the Axe and such other 
instruments. The same conclusion is proved by the Scriptures 
also ; that God is the cause of the world we learn also from 
the Soriptures ; e. 9. [we may quote the following Smritij— 
‘The ordinary man, ignorant and not master of. bis own 
happiness and utfhappiness, can go to Heaven or to Hell, only 
as propelled by God. When that Lord 10 awake, then 
alone is the world active ; and when, with His mind composed, 
He goes to sleep, the entire world disappears.““ 


a The Patparya says this is Sri. The disousalon on the existences ot 
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Seotion (6). 
l (Satras 22—24.) 

Beamination of the View that the World is the result 

of Chance. | 
Bhagya on Su. (22). 

f LP. 201, L. 8 to P. 202, L. ö.] 

Another philosopher asserts as follows :— | 
Sutra (22). 

CHE’ PRODUOTIUN OF RNTITIBS MUST BK WITHOUT AN 


HFFIOLENT OAUSH ; 48 WE SKE BUCH THINGS AS THE SHARPNESS 
OF THY THORN AND THE LIKE,” (Su, 22.) 


„The Body aud such other entities must be regarded as 
produced without au efficient cause ; since we see such things 
as the sharpness of the thorn and the like ; such things as the 
sharpness of the thorn, the variegated colour of the minerals 
found in mountainous regions, the smoothness of stones, are 
found to be produced without any efficient cause, and yet 
each of them has a constituent cause“; the same must be the 
case with the production of the Body &c. also”. 


* Ne of the printed text gives no seuse ; the right reediog NIN, 
whiob is oountenauoed by the Vértiba, is found in the Puri Ms, B. 


It is clear that what the Pareapakpin denies iu the present Bütra is the 
Nydya-theory of God being the eficienti cause of the world; the Bdtra distinctly 
mentions the ‘nimiffja’, and the Bhagya makes it still clearer by saying that the 
things mentioncd—the sharpness of the thorn &c.—have a constituent cause, aud 
yet they have no ‘efflcjent cause. Thus explained, the present section becomes 
connectéd naturally with the foregoing section dealing with God as the eficient 
cause of the world. In fhefr anxiety to connect this section with what they con- 
sider the principal subject of the Adhydya—the constituent cause of the world—the 
commentators have uecdlessly confused the issues involved. E.g., the Parishuddhi says 
— The Parvapakgin proceeds to oritivise the Sigghanfa position (put forward uuder 
Sa. 4-1-11) that perceptible things. are produced out of. perceptible causes ; 
and for demolishing this view he begins with the demolition of the efficient 
cause ; and Vardhamåna adds that in reality the Pürrapakein's standpoint is to 
deny all kinds of cauve of the world. Vishvanijha also says—“ If thiugs are dus to 
mere chance, then Atoms cannot be the constituent cause, uor God the efficient cause , 
of the world [hence the Pérvapakgin insists upon: the chance-theory, and the 
Sidghdptin controvertwnitpied from https://www.holybooks.com 
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Vartika on Su. (22), 
LP. 471, L. 17 to P. 472, L. 6.] 

Another philosopher (the Materialist) says—" The producte 
ion of entities etc. ete.—says the Sūtra. Just as such things 
as the sharpness of the thorn and the like are found to be 
produced without an efficient cause, and yet each of them 
has a constituent cause, 80 must be the-case with the pro- 
duction of the Body &o. also—says the Bhagya, This Sūtra 
is meant to put forward an illustrative example, What is the 
actual argument (that the illustration is meant to substan- 
tiate)? [The reasoning is|—' The Body and such other 
particular products must be without an efficient cause,—be- 
cause they have a particular se the thor u and such 
other things.” 


(The Varfika offers its own answer to the ‘ake Argu- 
ment] — The reasoning cannot be accepted; because in the 
case of things of which we do not perasive an efficient cause, - 
we oan find oub such cause by means of Inference; that is 
to say, when we cannot perceive by our senses the effic- 
ient cause of a certain thing, we have to seek for it by 
means of Inference. “Why so?” For the simple reason that 
the thing in question would be similar to things known to 
to have an efficient cause; as a matter of-fact, we find that 
objects with shapes, such as the Jar and the rest, have efflo- 
ient causes; the Body and the Thorn &o. also have shapes; 
hence it follows that these latter also have efficient causes. 
Further, this matter has been explained. What bas been 
explained?“ It has been explained that— the production of 
the Body is dus to the influenceof previous deeds’ (Su. 3-2-60). 
And there is no object with shape as is admitted by both 
parties to be without cause (which could serve as the cor- 
roborative instanas the NRx rana Hin axllegism). 
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Sutra (28). 


[The Ekadéshin’s answer to the Pirvapaksa.) 
SINCE THR NON-OAUSE IS (SPOKEN OF AS) THB ‘CAUSE,’ 
THE SAID PRODUCTION OF ENTITIES IS NOT ‘ WITHOUT CAUSE.’ 


Bhaaya on Sh. (23). 
[P. 202, LI. 7—8.] 


[Some Naiykyikas have offered this as an answer to the 
Pirvapakga view expressed in St. 22]. It is alleged (in 
Sa. 22) that dhavofpatti’, the production of entities’, is 
‘animiffatah’ ; [and since this latter term ends in an affix 
which has the sense of the Ablative, it can only mean that 
the ‘production’ proceeds from animif fa non · cause]; 
and that from which a thing prooeeds is its cause; 80 
that since (from what is said in Su. 22 it is clear that) the 
‘animif{a,’ non -cause, is the cause of the ‘ production 
of entities’, it follows that the said ‘ production ’ is not 
without cause (as is alleged by the Pirvapaksin). 


Varjika on Sù. (28). 
[p. 472, L. 6 to L. 10.) 


Somo people offer, to the Purvapakga, the following 
answer—Since the non · cause Je. Je.—says the Safra. The 
‘non-cause’ ‘ animifta,’ itself would be the cause, ; for 
that from which a thing proceeds is its cause’; hence 
arising out of agimit{a , the said ‘ production of entities’ 
cannot be said to be without cause.’ | 

Suira (24). 


© Niurppa ’ (Cause) anp ‘ Antmitta’ (f NoN-Oauss ’) 
BRING TWO DISTINCT THINGS, THB ANSWER (OFFEBED 
IN 80. 23) 18 No ANSWER AT aLL. (S0. 24). 
` Bhaeya on Su. 24). 
[P. 202, L. 10 to L. 18] 
‘ Nimtt(a’, Cause, is one thing, and its negation (ani. 
miifa (‘non-cause’) is another; and the negation cannot be 
the same aspowtiaucanegatipedyjww.iiybRoks. Nhen it is said 
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that ‘the vessel is without water’, this denial of water 
is not the same as water. [So that there is no point in 
saying, as the Bkageshin has said in Su. 28, that the 
a ‘non-canse,’ is the ‘nimifta’, ‘ cause’, of produce 
tion 


(The real answer to the Pirvapakga put forward in Sa. 
22 is that] the view therein put forward in no way differs 
from the view that ‘the origination of the Body &. is not 
due to the actions of men'; and being identical with this view, 
it must be taken as refuted by the refutation of that view, 
(under Sütras 3-2. 60— 72). 


Vartika on Sd. (24). 
[P. 472, L. 10 to P. 473, L. 18. 

The answer offered in Su. 22 is not right; for ‘ nimiffa 
and anjmif fa beng go, Jo. —says the Süfra. Vimif fa 
is one thing and ils negation is another; and the negation 
cannot be the same ag. the ‘negalived —s ys the Bhagya. 
‘Nimifja’ (being n positive term) affirms a thing, while. 
‘ Animt{{a’ is its negation; and certainly it is not right to 
identify affirmation ’ with ‘ negation ’, 


The view propounded in SQ. 22 in no WAY differs from 
the view that the originationofthe Body &o, is not due to the 
actions of men’; and being identical with that view, it 
should be regarded as having been refuted by the refuta. 
tion of that view (under Su. 3.2. 60—72). 


(The Varfika offers its own answer to the . 
He, who asserts that the produotion of the thorn and such 
things is without cause”, should be asked the following 
question—Is it the production of the Thorn only that is 
without cause? or that of all things ? If it is the produo- 
tion of the Thorn only that is held to be without cause, then 
on the strength of that as an example, it can be proved 

that all the rest has a cause, If, on the 
Var: P478. ootherchand piithenwtieshelddarthat all things 
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are without canse, then there is self-contradiction ; since 
you admit of the relation of the Teacher and the Taught ; 
you hold all things to be without cause and yet you are 
expounding a certain doctrine (to some one), and this pro- 
cess involves a self-contradiotion (the expounder is the 
active agent, the person to whom something is expounded is 
the objective ; and these two conceptions involve the notion 
of cause]. In fact, the very use of a sentence involves 
a self-contradiotion on your part; when you put forward 
the sentence" the production of entities. is without 
cause, as we see such things as the Sharpness of the 
thorn and the like” (SO. 22) —you make use of something 
that serves as the expounder (of a doctrine); and then 
to say that there is no such thing as cause’ involves a 
self-contradiction {since the ezpounder is a kind. of cause). 
Further, the production of entities is. without canse,’ and 
‘the production of entities is due to a cause, — both these are 
sentences (verbal expressions); —now if you do peroeive 
the difference between the meaning of these two expressions 
.—then this very fact sets aside the allegation that “the 
production of entities is without cause; since the percep- 
tion of the difference in the meanings arises from (and has 
for its cause) the difference in the two expressions. If, on the 
other hand, you do not démprebend the difference in the 
meanings due to the difference in the expressions, then 
there would be no point in making use of a particular 
expression,—any expression might be used to convey any 
meaning, (there being, ew hypothesi, no difference in the 
meanings of different expressions). Then again, one who 
holds the production of entities to be without cause strikes 
at the root of all practical usages of men. And in asserting 
that ‘the production of entities is without cause,’ if you 
include underovitoals eahtias, thenoyoa.camhave nothing 
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to serve as the corroborative instance (of your syllogism) ; 
if, on the other hand, you include under it only a few 
entities—such as the Body and the like—then, whatever 
might be cited as the corroborative instance, it would be 
wanting in one of the properties of the Probandum,—it 
would have the property of being with shape, and would not 
have the property of being without cause [according to both 
parties; and it is essential for the Instance to be one that 
is admitted by both parties to be on all fours with what is 
meant to be proved]. 
End of Section (6), 


Section (7). 
[Sifras 25—28.] 
Beamination of the view that All Things are evanescent. 
Bhagya on Sü. (25). | 
[P. 202, L. 18 to L. 18. 
Other philosophers bate held the following view :— 
x Sufra (25). 
“ ALL THINGS MUST BE RVANBSOENT ; BECAUSE THBY 
ARE LIABLE TO BB PRODUOED AND DESTROYED. '* Sd (25). 


° The causes, out of which the things of the world are produced, - do they 
consist of all evanescent things? or of all eternal things? or of some eternal and 
some evanescent things? This is what is going to be considorod now. If the 
first two alternatives are true, then there can be no ‘Rebirth,’ such as the 
Naiyayska postulates. Hence it becomes necessary to refute them; and the 
present section proceeds to refute the frat of the three alternatives. The position 
controverted here is not the same as that in which all things are held to be 
momentary ; bepause the Pürvapakzin here admite some sort of ſoontinuity of 
existence of things and as such differs from the thorough-going Keane bhatigavadin 
Nibilist—arishugghi, 

Varghamana, in view of what he has said in connection with the preceding 
section, saye--Though what has been proved in the foregoing section is that the 
things of the world have an eficient cause, yet what the present section takes 
up is the question of eternality or evanescence of all three kinds of cause, because 
in a general way wia ntis,iαꝭ&u proofvofuthe!wficlentcouuse is applicable 
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“What is the meaning of being ‘evanescent’? That 
which exists only for some time is called ‘ evanescent.’ That 
which is liable to be produced is non-ewistent while it is not 
produced, and that which is /iable to be destroyed is non- 
ewisten’ when it has been destroyed; and what this means 
is that all material things—such as the Body &o.—and all 
non-material things — Cognition and the rest—both kinds of 
things are found to be liable to production and destruction ; 
from which it follows that they are all evanescent.” 


Vartika on St. (25). 
[P. 478, L. 16 to P. 474, L. 5.] 


All things are evanescent Se. §c.—says the Safra. What 
is the meaning of being Huanescent’? That which exists for 
only some time is called ‘evanescent ;’ that which is liable to 
be produced is non-existent while it is not produced, and that 
which is liable to be destroyed is non-ewistent after it has been 
destroyed; and what this means is that all material things the 
Body go. and all non-material things Cognition and the 
. rest-—bath kinds of things are found to be liable to production; 
from which it follows that they are all evanescent,” —says the 
Bhagya. 


to the constituent and non-constitueré causes also. The precise Doubt or 
question to be dealt with in the present sectiou is whether or not cognisability 
is invariably concomitant with evanescence. 


Vishvanatha says—If all things are ovuuercent, the Soul also should be 
evanescent ; hence it becomes uecessary to coutrovert that view. 


ohe priuted text reads MH; the Far fits (Bib. Ind. edition) aud tho 
agparya read & ſdet; we have adopted the latter, au being more in keeping with 
the sense of the sentence as a whole. With the former reading the sentenco 
would inean— that which is liable to be destroyed is never not destroyed.’ Though 
this will give some sort of sense, yet it would not be in keeping with the rest 
of the passage. The 7@f{parya construes the Bhagya to mean—' thing» are non- 
existent after destruction; hence liability to production and destruction proves 
that tinge exist only for sometime, they are evanescent.’ oo 
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{The Varfike offers its own answer to the above argu- 
ments of the Püroapahsa]— Iuasmuch as the argument 
stated in the S#fru stsnds in need of a corroborative 
instamge,*—and as it includes ‘all things under the Propo- 
sition itself (leaving nothing to serve as the required instance] 
it is vitiated by the absence of a corroborative instance ; your 
proposition is that all things are evanescent,’ and this makes 
vir P. 474. 2 00rroborative instance impossible; as everything 

is included under the Subject (all things’), and 
what is itself to be proved cannot form the corroborative 
instance. Further, the prubuns—‘because they are liable 
to be produced and destroyed — is non-pervasive'(i.e., not 
present in the entire Subject); you make ‘all things’ the 
subject, and then predicate of them § liability to be produced 
and destroyed ;’ but as a matter of fact this ‘ liability to be 
produced and destroyed’ is not present in several such 
things as Atoms, Akdsha (Time, Space &o.), some qualities of 
these, and in Community &o.; so that the probans is non- 
pervasive. os 

| Satra (28). 


{The Bkadéshin’s answer to the Pérvapakea|— 
WHAT Is ASSERTED CANNOT BB TRUE; AS THE f EVANESOBNOK ’ 
ITSELF 18 BTERNAL, SO. (26). 


Bhagys on Sü, (26), 
[P. 202, Ll. 20—21.] 


If the evanescence of all things is everlasting (eternal), 
then, by reason of tlie eternality of that ‘evanescence,’ it 
cannot be true that all things are evanescent; '—if, on the 
other hand, the said evanescence is not everlasting, then 
while the ‘evanescence’ would. be non-existent, all things 
would be eternal! 


° This is hownthe FAHR AIS He 
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Varjika on Sü. (26). ä 

When the Opponent asserts that “all things are evanes - 
cent,” he should be asked the following question— Is the 
* evanescence’ of all things everlasting ? or evanescent ? If 
the ‘evanescence’ is everlasting, then all things are not 
evanescent. If, on the other hand, the ‘evanescence’ is 
evanescent, then by reason of the absence (at times) of the 
‘evanescence, all things would be eternal. For these 
reasons the Probans put forward is ‘ contradictory.’ 

f Sutra (27). 

[The Sigghanfin’s objection to the Ekadeshin’s argument 
in SQ. 26. ] 

As A MATTER OF FAOT, THB kVANE SONOR IS NOT 
BTBRNAL; LIKE THE DESTRUCTION OF FIRB AFTER HAVING 
DESTROYED THE THING BURNT BY It. (SO, 27.) 

Bhagya on St. (27). 
[P. 203, Li. 2—8.] 

The said ‘evanescence’ is not eternal. How so?” 
Just as Fire, after having destroyed the thiug burnt by 
it becomes itself destroyed (extinguished), similarly the 
evanescence of all things,’ after having destroyed all things, 
becomes itself destroyed. (So that there need be no in- 
congruity in regarding the evanescence as eternal.“ 

Vartike on St. (27). 
| [P. 474, Ll. 1112. 

As a matter of fact jo. §c—says the Hüfra. Just as 
Fire becomes destroyed after having destroyed the thing to 
be burnt, so does ‘evanescence’ also become destroyed, after 
having destroyed all things. 

Sutra (28). 
[The Final Sigghanja.] 
Tus STERNAL OANNOT BB RIGHTLY DENIED ; BECAUSE 

THE DETERMINATION (AS TO A OBRTAIN THING BEING ETERNAL 

OB BVANBSOBNT) MUST BS IN ACOURDANOE WITH WHAT 18 

AOTUALLY PHROBIVED:< fr S ut.) / Holy bool. oom 
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Bhagya on So. (26). 
[P. 203; L. 5—9.] 

The theory propounded (ia St. 25) totally denies all 
‘eternality; but the total denial of ‘eternality’ is not riglit.— 
Why P— Because the determination must be in accordance with 
what is actually perceived. That is, when a certain thing is 
rightly found to bo liable tó be produced and destroyed,’ it 
should be regarded as ‘evanescent ’, while what is not found 
to be so liable should be regarded as the reverse; and as a 
matter of fact, the said liability to be produced und destroyed is 
not perceived by any means of right knowledge, in such things 
as the elemental substances in their subtle forms, Akfsha, 
Time, Space, Soul and Mind, —some qualities of these,— 
Community, Individuality and Inherence ;—hence the oonolu- 
sion is that all these are eternal. | 


Piarliku on Sü. (28). 
Ik. 474, L. 18 to P. 475, L. 20). 

The theory propounded in Sa. 25—that “all things are 
evanescent ”—=totally denies ‘eternality’; but the eternal 
cannot be rightly denied &c. &o-—says the Süfru. It is 
not right to totally deny eternality,“ because the determination 
must be in accordance with what is actually perceived; it is 
only in cases where we actually (perceive what has been put 
forward as the reason) i. s., ‘liability to be produced 
and destroyed’, that on the strength of that reason, 
evanescence can be admitted. If you regard things as 
evanescent without any reason, then the statement of the 
reason — because they are liable to be produced and 
destroyed —beoomes stultifled (futile). Further, one who 
speaks of ‘non-eternality ’ (evanescence) must admit ‘eterne 
ality ’ also, as the negative particle always signifieseither denial 
of what is possible, or exclusion, (contradistinotion) ; as a matter 
of fact, the negative particle, when used, is used 
in the sense of either (a) denying what is possible, 
or (b) esoluding, (eliminating); andin eitheraasenit presupposes 


Vår P. 475. 
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the existence of what is the second term in the negative com- 
pound ; so that (a) if the compound ‘non-eternal’ denotes 
what is eternal, then,—inasmuch as what is denied in one place 
is only what exists in another place, it follows that what is 
signified by the second term in? the compound exists ;—and 
(6) if the ‘ non-eternal’ is that which is other than eternal, 
even so what is signified by the latter term in the compound 
becomes established; for unless the thing signified by the 
latter term exists, there can be no sense in a thing being 
other than that. And inasmuch as ‘non-eternality’ is an 
actuality— nou-sternality being accepted (by us also) as a 
property of things“ there would be nothing wrong (even 
according to us) in the assertion that ‘all things are non- eternal 
\if by ‘all’ are meant all those things that are actually found 
to be liable to be produced and destroyed) ; further ‘non-etern- 
ality’ is a property, and as such, it cannot exist if the object 
to which it belongs is non-existent ; and in this sense (since the 
very existence of the property of non-eternality ' presupposes 
the existence of things), there need be nothing wrong in the 
-allegation that all things are non eternal.’ It-beingjadmitted 
(by both parties) that whatever is liable to be produced and 
destroyed is non-eteFngl, the Opponent might try to prove the 
‘non eternality ofall things on the ground oftheir being existent 
beings, the meaning of ‘ son-eternality ' being either ‘ being 
suspected of being non eternal, or being other than eternal ’; 
but for such a person also non-eternality would be possible 
only when there would be in existence that which is denoted 
by the second term of that compound (i.¢., the eternal thing), 
and his very proposition would be faulty; and hence his 
allegation becomes rejected. 


End of Section (7). 
an, aer t ufd is the right reading, as in the 
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Section (8). 
[S@tras 29—88.] 
Eeamination of the Theory that All Things are Eternal. 


_ Bhagya on Sü. (99). 
IP. 203, L. 9 to L. 12.] 
Here is another sweeping assertion :— 


SBtra (29).—[Paroapakea).—“ ALL THINGS MUST BE 
ETERNAL ; BECAUSE THE FIVE ELBMENTAL SUBSTANCES ARE 
BTBRNAL.”—(S0, 29), * 


„All this, everything in the world, is an elemental 
substance ; and elemental substances are eternal, the total 
destruction of any ` elemental ‘substance being impossible 
(according to the Naiyfiyika himself) [hence everything must 
be eternal).’”* : | 

| E Vartika on Sù. (29). 
[P. 475, L. 10 to L, 18.) 


The following is another sweeping assertion: —“ All 
things are etornat  &o. &o.—says the Sutra. Averything in 
this world is an elemental substance; and all elemental sub- 
. 8lances are eternal,—the total destruction of any elemental sub- 
stance dein impossible,—says the Bhagya. Hence it follows 
that all things are eternal.” 


Sutra (80), 
[Siddhänta.] 


WHAT HAS BERN ASSERTED OANNOT BE RIGHT; AS WE 
ACTUALLY PEROBIVE THE OAUSE OF PRODUCTION AND OF DES- 
TRUCTION.-(Sfi, 20). 


© If all things are eternal, there can be no Re-birth, as Re-birth pre-supposes 
the destruction of tha Bodyaddidnomibttipactessarytobontrovertithis view. 


BHASYA-VARTIKA 4-1-31 ` 1493 


Bhagya on Sd (30). 

As a matter of fact, we actually perceive the cause of the 
ee (of things), as well as the cause of (their) 
estruction ; and this would be incompatible with the view 
that all things are eternal.“ | 


Vartika on Sü. (80). 


What has bean asserted cannot be right. §c. §c.—says the 
Sutra. Of entities, we actually perceive the cause of produco- 
tion, as also the cause of destruction; neither of these would 
be possible if the entities were all eternal; for what is 
eternal is neither produced nor destroyed. 


Safra (31). 


‘[Objection]— InasmboH AS ALL THINGS POSSRSS 
THE OHABACTERISTICS OF ELEMENTAL SUBSTANORS, THE 
DENTAL (IN S0. 30) is Nor riant,” (8d. 31.) 


Bhagya on Sd. (31). 
[P. 208, Ll. 17—18.) 


“ The thing, of which you think you perceive the causes 
ok production and destraction, is not found to be anything to- 
tally different from, and devoid of the characteristics of, 
Elemental Substances; and inasmuch as everything possesses 
the characteristics of Elemental Substances, it must be an 
Elemental Substance; so that the denial (in SQ. 80) is not 


right.” t 


© Things composed of elemental substances are not the same as the elemental 
substances themselves; the Bull and the Jas for instance are not the same as the 
subtle Atoms; for if they were so, they would be as imperceptible as the Atoms 
are. And since we actually perceive the cause of production and destruction of 
such things as the Bull and the Jar, these qgnnot be eternal, even though the 
elemental substances may be s0.—T'Afparya. — 
t Elemental substances are eternal ;—the Bull and the Jar are not anything 
different from Elemental substances ;—hence eternality cannot be denied of the 
Bull and the Jar. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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Vartika on Sü. (81). 
[P. 475, L. 1 to L. 18, } 


Inasmuch as all things &. &o.—says the Sūtra, “ That 
of which you think you perceive the causes 
| of production and destruction, is not found 

to be devoid of the characteristics of Elemental Substances; 
and inasmuch as everything possesses the characteristijos of 
elemental substances, all things must be eternal,” 


(The artika supplies its own answers to this argument 
of the Piirvspakga|—(1) When the Opponent says that “ all 
things are eternal,” he admits that nothing is produced and 
nothing is destroyed; and since he admits this, all his 
activity, which is for the purpose of obtaining what is good 
and avoiding what is evil, would be futile. (2) Since 
‘all things have been made the subject (of the argument) 
there can be no corroborative instance. (3) The very 
use of the verbal expression is stultifying; i. e., the verbal 
expression—“ all things must be eternal, because-the five 
elemental substances are eternal,“ —is used only for the purpose 
of explaining things to the other party; now what does the 
Parvipakgin do by means of this verbal expression P (a) Does 
he establish what is not known ? Or (b) does he disestablish 
(set aside) what is already known? (a) [f he establishes 
what is not known,—what sort of establishing is it that is 
brought about by the expression ? If it is the knowledge of the 
(thing) that is brought about, then this goes against your 
view: youallege that ‘all things are eternal,’ and yet you admit 
that the knowledge (which also is inéladed in ‘all things’) 
is brought about (or produced). If, on the other hand, 
the verbal expression does not bring about the knowledge, 
then what is that ‘establishing’ which is brought about by 
the active instpamentalityofithoteasonings. (that you have 


Var. P. 476. 
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propounded) ? * Every active agent, must accomplish some- 
thing new ; on one hand the very idea of the ‘ accomplishment 
of something new’ is incompatible (with the Opponent's 
theory of all things being eternal); while on the other (if 
nothing new is accomplished) the ‘active agent’ loses its 
character ; for if the thing is eternal, there is nothing to be 
brought about in it (by any active agent). (6) If the 
Opponent accepts the view that he intends (by his verbal 
expression) to disestablish what is already known,—this view 
also involves the Disestublishinent, or setting aside, of 
what is eternal (which is absurd). If ‘disestablishment’ 
be held to mean disappearance from view (not destruction), 
then also it would have to be admitted that when a certain 
thing disappears from view, there is either something new 
produced, or some previously existing thing destroyed ; so 
that in no way can you escape from self-contradiction ; ' 
i.e, when it so happens that a certain thing, not perceived 
before, comes to be perceived,—there is always either the 
production of something new, or the destruction of some- 
thing that existed before; and since you cannot but admit 
this, you cannot escape from self-contradiction. 


Sutra (82). 
L Answer — War HAS BEEN URGED OAN NOT BE 


BIGHT; FOB AS A MATTER OF FACT, run OAUSE AND PRODUO. 
TION AKB ACTUALLY PéxouIveD, (SQ. 33.) 


© ¢ sadhana,’ ‘Means of acoomplishment’, is that which accomplishes some- 
thing; aod as such there must be something that is acoomplished by it. The 
reading of the Bibliotheca Lodica Edition gives no sense; that of the Benares 
edition is If aaant arat Nh, which may be rendered to mean — that which 
(for its accomplishment) renders the Brey active or operative.’ 


at mentee erat triùr appears to be the right reading, which has been 
adopted in the tranélatiokxgaded from https://www:holybooks.com 
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Bhagya on su. (32). 
LP. 204, L. 1 to L. 16). 


As a matter of fact (in the case of every ordinary thing, 
such as the Bull, the Jar and the like), the cause is actually 
perceived, as also the production of the thing possessing 
qualities analogous to the qualities of the cause; and neither 
of these can be possible in regard to an ‘eternal’ thing; 
nor is it possible to deny that there is such perception 
of the ‘cause’ and the ‘production’ (of the thing); nor 
agaiu is it possible for a perception to be entirely devoid 
of a real objective basis; so that on the strength of this 
perception it is inferred that the product is produced 
(brought into existence) as possessing qualities analogous 
to those of its cause; and it is that product which 
forms the real objective basis for the said perception. This 
(the products having qualities similar to those of its cause) 
accounts for the fact that “all things possess the characteris- 
tics of Elemental Substances ” (that has been urged by the 
Opponent in Sf. $1).° | 

' Further, as a matter of fact, we find that the effort of 
the cognitive agent is put forth only when he is urged by 
a desire for the cause of the production (of what he wishes to 
obtain) and the destruction (of what he wishes to get rid of). 
(So that Man’s effort also presupposes the production and 
destruction of things}. : | 

Thirdly, every composite substance is known to have 
that character; i. ð. it is a well-known fact that every 
a substance has the character of being liable to 
production and destruction. 


Fourthly, what has-been urged by the Opponent is not 
applicable to Sound, Motion, Cognition and such things; as 
a matter of fact, the two reasons put forward—(a) “ because 
the five Elemental Substances are eternal” (Sü. 29) and 
(b) ‘‘ because everything is possessed of the characteristics 


„The fact of the Ball and the Jar having the characteristics of Elemental 
Substauves is duc to their being the products of those substances, and sof to their 
being the same as those substances. Hence tho said fact cannot prove the 
eternality of the Bulbanddhe darrom https://www.holybooks.com 
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of Elemental Substances” (So. 31)—are not applicable to 
such things as Sound, Motion, Cognition, Pleasure, Pain, 
Desire, Aversion, and Effort, fas not one of these is either an 
elemental substance, or possessed of the characteristics 
of elemental substances]; hence the reason (is ‘anekanta’ 
(inconclusive ; because non-pervasive). | 


[Says the Opponent]—“ Like the cognition of things in a 
drpam, the said perception (of the cause and of production) 
is wrong.” | 


The same may be said of the perception of Elemental 
Substances also. What you mean is that The percep- 
tion of the production and tlie cause of things is of the 
same character as the cognition of things in a dream”; 
but if that be so, then the same might be said also in 
regard to the perception of Elemental Substances ; 
and the perception of Earth &c. also would have to be 
regarded as similar to the cognition of things in a dream [so 
that there would be no justification for regarding even 
the Elemental Substances as eternal]. 


The Opponent says}—-“ If there are no such things as 
the Earth &c. then the practical usages of men would come 
to an end.” 


The same would apply to the other case also; if there 
were no real objective basis for the perception of the produc: 
tion and the cause of things, then also all practical usages 
of men would come to an end. 


Further, to argue that the said perception (of 
production &o.) is as unreal as th® cognition of things 
during dreams,” is not a right argument at all [i. a., it cannot 
prove apy such conclusion as the Opponent desires to 
prove, viz., ordinary things like the Bull and the Jar are 
exactly like the Atoms of Elemental Substances]: - (a) 
because Eternal Substances (Atoms) are beyond the reach 
of the senses (which the ordinary things of the world are 
not), and (5) because they are not objects of production and 
destruction (which the ordinary things of the world are), 


o Hee the Värfih SUI N od ime ute r LNU MeRAKS.com 
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Vartika on Su. (82). 
LP. 476, L. 18 to P. 478. L. 12.) 

It has been urged (in SQ. 31) that everything is 
possessed of the characteristics of elemental substances, 
hence all things must be eternal”; but this is not right; 
as the fact put forward oan be explained otherwise; 
the presence (in ordinary things) of the characteristics of 
Elemental Substances is capable of being explained other - 
wise (than on the basis of their Yer nality):— I is due to 
the perception of production and of cause, As a matter of 
fact, we perceivd the production of things as possessing 
qualities analogous to those of its cause, and we also perceive 
the cause itself ; both these would be impossible in regard 
to eternal things; of the eternal thing there is no produc- 
tion; nor is there any cause of the eternal thing. And yet 
both these actually exist (as vouched for by our perception). 
Hence the conclusion is that the product is actually produced, 
as possessing qualities analogous to those of its cause; 
and when it is produced ag possessing qualities analogous 
to those of the cause, itis ouly natural that the product 
(ordinary things like the Bull and the Jar) should possess 
the characteristics of elemental substances (which substances 
are its cause). This argument has been. already explained 
by us in detail when we pointed out that ‘the production 
of perceptible things is from perceptible things, as is clearly 
proved by perception (Sd. 4. I. 11). 

Further, the probans put forward (by the Opponent) 
-* because the elemental substances are eternal” (Sd. 29) is 
non - pervasive. “How so?” For the simple reason 
that it does not apply to Motion and such other things; 
as a matter of fact, Motion, Cognition, Sound &. do not fall 
under the premiss í because the five elemental substances are 


eternal.“ 
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Further, the Opponent’s argument becomes nullifled by 
our perceiving the effort put forth by the cognitive agent ; 
the effort of the cognitive agent is found to be put forth 
when he is urged by a desire for production and destruc- 
tion; and this would pot be possible if all things were 
eternal (and there were no production, nor destruction). 

Further the composite substance is known to have that 
property ;—we have already proved that the composite subs- 
tance has the property of being liable to be produced and 
destroyed; and what is alleged by the Opponent is not 
right. | 
Objection—“ How is it that though the Reason (of the 
Opponent) is only non-pervasive ’ (not present in the entire 
subject, the haya calls it inconclusive’, anésanta’?” — 


Answer— What is meant by the reason being ‘anékan{a’ 
is that the Subject subsists during both ends (during 
ezistence as well as during non-agistenoe) of it; the Subject 
of the Proposition ‘all things are eternal’ is All,—and this 
‘ull’ includes things known as Elemental Substances 
as Well as those that are not known as such; and since 
this subject (All) co-exists with both ends '—Heis- 
tence as well as Non-existence—of the Reason ( possessing 
the characteristics of Elemental Substances’), it is not right 
to say that ‘ all things possess the characteristics of Elemen- 
tal Substances.’—I[t is in this sense that the reason has 
been called an&kanta’ (having the subject not restricted 
either to its Hwistence only or to its Nou-existence only)). 


This passage is obscure. We have adopted the interpretation of the Péfparya : 
it conatrues the sentence QUEJA ATNA es Far: WATS , QUN 
ed; though it is diffloult to regoncile this construction with the compound: 
ed form later on N. The meaving aceording to the Talperys 
is that of the reason - pussessing the characteristics of elemental substances — 
there are two ends,’ existence and non-existence and the subject “ All“ is concomi- 
tant with both; saw logiled UHU chementat substances) which oo-exist 
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Od ection— Like the cognition of things in a dream, the | 
said perception (of the causes of produotion of things) is 
wron g” . ; 


Ik you mean by this that— The idea thata certain 
thing is produced and destroyed is nôt true; the real produc- 
tion and destruction not being there, the notion that the 
thing has been produced, and that it is destroyed, is a mere 
misconception; just as during a dream though the things 
do not exist, yet there is a misconception of them „then 
our answer is that this is not true, there being nothing to 
prove that it is as you say; that is, you simply assert that 
when we conceive of such things asthe Bull and the Jar 
as being ‘produced’ and ‘destroyed, there is no such 
thing in reality as ‘ production’ or destruction, —and you do 
not bring forward any proof of such non-existence (of produc- 
tion and destruction); and unless proofs have been ad- 
duced in support of a certain assertion, it cannot be 
accepted, And how things have a real existence apart from 
sensations, we shall explain later on. Further, if the 
notions of ‘ Production and Destruction’ be regarded as 
mere misconception, then the same might be said of the 
conception of Elemental Substances ulso—this conception 
also being like the conception of things during a dream. 
with the ewistence of the reason, and noneglemental substances, which co-exist with 


the non-ewistence of the reason; so that ip is. not right to say that ‘all things 
possess the characteristics of elémental substances.’ 


The more natural meaning of the worda would appear to be that—‘the 
reason subsists in both ends of the subject ;’ but the diffloulty in this interpretation 
in that if the Reason subsists in all conditions of the Subject then it ig quite 
valid; and if by to ends are meant ‘existence and non-existence,’ then it 
would be true to say that the Reason co-exists with the existence and the non- 
existence of the subject ‘all ;’ for as a matter of fact, ‘ possessing the characteris- 
tics of elemental substances,’ which is the, reason, is never co-existent with 
the non-existence of ‘all things’. It is better on the whole therefore to accept 
the interpretation Dfwtho fiagparyga.https://www.holybooks.com 
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“ But if there were no such things as the Harth &c., then 
all practical usages of men would come to an end.” If you 
mean by this that [f the Barth and other Hlemental Sub- 
stances do not exist, then there would be an end to all 
practical usage which is based upon such substances, —then 
our answer is that exactly the same may be said of the 
other case also: If the existence of Elemental Substances 
is admitted simply through fear of all usages coming to an 
end, then, for that same reason you should admit also the 
‘production’ and ‘destruction’ of things; as no practical 
activity can be carried on unless there are ‘ productions’ 
and ‘destructions’ of things. 


Further,—(a) because eternal substances are beyond the 
reach of the senses, and (b) because they are not objects of pro- 
duction and destruction, &c. &c.—says the Bhasya. Every- 
thing eternal is super-sensuous, and not the object of pro- 
duction and destruction; hence it is not right to assert that. 
the said perception (of production and destruction) is as unreal 
as the cognition in a dream. 


Further, when you speak of the ‘misconception of 
Production and Destruction’ it behoves you to explain what 
is the real object of Production and Destruction ;’ and 
for one who holds all things to bo eternal, there can: be 
no objects of ‘ Production and Destruction ;’ and if you deny 
the existence of the object, you have to deny the existence 
also of a misconception relating to that object. 

| Bhagya on St. (88). 
[P. 204, L. 16 to P. 205, L. 11. 

“ What really happens“, says another philosopher, “ is 
that the Original Substance remaining constant, one property 
of it ceases and another property is produced ;—and this is 
what forms the object (meaning) of the ‘destruction’ and 
‘production’ of the thing; in fact when a thing is said to 


be ‘produced, it is something that has been already in 
existence (in ptheioformtoofhtttheworiginskssubstance) even 
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before that production ;' and similarly when a thing is said 
to be ‘destroyed’ it continues to exist (in the form of the 
Substance) even after that destruction [for all that has 
happened is that one property has disappeared and another 
has appeared |; and in this manner all things are eternal.“ 
| his doctrine is refuted in the following Sũfra.] 
Süfra (38). i 
TAIS CANNOT BE ACCEPTED ; FOR (UNDER THIS THEORY) 
THERR WOULD BB NO POSSIBILITY OF DIFFERENTIATION. — 
u. 33). E 

There would be no possibility of any such differentiation as 
‘this is birth, and that is cessation; as under the theory put 
for ward what is born and what has ceased toexist are both extant. 
(A) Lln regard to properties also] there could be no differentiation 
(as to Time), such as this property is born and that property 
hasceased’, as both are equally extant ;—(B)nor would there 
be any differentiation as to time,—such as at this time there 
are birth and cessation, and not at that time, for at all times 
things would. be equally estant; (C) nor could there be an 
differentiation as to relationship, such as there are birt 
and cessation of this property, and hot of that,’ for both 
properties would be equally ct; (D) nor again, could there 
be any such differentiation in regard to Time, as ‘ this, not yet 
como, is in the future, and that is pat kor under the theory 
all things are always egtant, which means that they are 
‘always present [and as such can never be spoken of 
as future or past ]. 

None of these objections lie against the view (held by 
the Naiydyiku) that ‘birth’ (production) consists in the 
coming into existence (gaining its own nature) of what has 
not been in existence, and cessation (destruction) consists 
in the ceasing to exist (losing its own nature) of what has 


®The Tütparya ‘calls this dovtrine Sodyambhuvdndmmafem ;' does it mean 
the ‘Shaiva’ system? The doctrine is thus su nmod up in the Pafparya—“* The 
modification undergone by Substaaces is of three kinds: (1) modification of pro- 
pertiea, (2) modification of condition, and (3) modification of age, Eg. (1) (the 
original subtanoe Gold in lump becomes modified into the ear-ring, and here we have 
the modification of the property (shape) of the gobl; (2) when the ear-ring is 
broken up and made into the bracelet, we have the modification of conditions, i.e., 
the ear-ring has renounced its present and reverted to the past condition, and the 
bracelet has removed its future and reverted to the present condition ; and (8) in 
the beginning the bracelet is new, young, and in time it becomes old ; so that here we 
have the modificatiod vt upad Erke Original/guld rdinkine ebastea all the time]. 
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been in existence For these reasons we conclude that it 
is not right to assert, as has been asserted by the Opponent 
(Text L. 1, P. 205), that“ a thiag exists before it is born, 
and it exists also after it has been destroyed.” 
Varfika In. (88). 
LP. 478, L. 12 to P. 479, L. 5.) 

- Other philosophers have offered another explanation of 
the doctrine that all things are eternal „. What this means, 
according to them, is that—‘the original substance remain- 
ing constant, only its property ceases, and another property 
comes into existence; that which has ceased continues to 
exist even after cessation, and that which comes into exis- 
tence has also been in existence before that comiug into 
existence.” | | 
The answer to this is that, this cannot be accepted ato. eto. 
—says the Safra. The rest is olear in the Bhagyo. 


When you assert that—* that which has ceased continues 
to exist after cessation — you should be asked the following 
question: —What is the meaning of the expression that the 
thing hss coased Px If you say that what it means is that it was 
perceived before and is not perceived now ’,—then we ask, to 
what is due the non · perception of what exists P If it were due 
to obstruction, then such obstruction should be perceived. In 
fact we have already explained (P. 470, L. 15 et seq.) that 
when a thing, not perceived before, comes to be perceived, 
it has to be admitted that a new peculiarity has been pro- 
duced in it and a previous peculiarity has dropped off. Ik 
however you admit of this explanation, you contradict yourself 
[as for you there can be no predactioa of anything new, 
or dropping off of auything|]. Then again, as regards your 
assertion that that which comes iato existeuce has existe | 
ed before that coming into existence also,” —this cannot be 


a cf dacherishhseadingndoanh d& te Staote. 
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right, as it involves a self-contradiotion. To say that a thing 
comes into existence and then to say that ‘it exists’ is a 
contradiction in terms (that which already ezists cannot 
come into existence]. If ‘coming into existence? be 
explained as ‘manifestation,’ ‘coming into view,’ —even so, 
the objections urged before remain in force, and it further 
involves the admission (on your part) that the ‘ manifestation,’ 
which was not in existence before, has come into existence [and 
this is incompatible with your doctrine]. : 
End of Section (8), 
Section (Q). 
[Sutras 34—36, ] 
The Refulation of the View that all is Dicersity, there 
is no Unity, 
Bhasya on SQ. (34). 
I. 205, L. 11 to P. 206, L. 4.] 
The following is another sweeping assertion (of the 
(Bauddhas):— 
Sutra (34). 


[ Prroapakga. | 
‘© ALL MUST BE REGARDED AS DIVERSE; BECAUSK THB 
SYMBOLS (NAMES) OF THINGS R&FSR TO DIVERSE ENTITIES.” ® 


(St. 84). 


° It bas boeu established np to this poiut that all things are aggregates of the 
Quality and the Qualified,’ ‘ the negative and positive,’ ‘the intelligent aud uon ·- iutelli- 
geut,’ ‘ the eternal and uon-eterual ; and it becomes necessary to refute the theory 
that there is uo such thing as the aggregate whole.’ This theory has been held 
in several forme—(1) the theory that there is no unity (refuted in Sd. 34—86), 
(2) ‘all is mere Void’ (Sü. 37—40), (3) “there is only one thing,’ or ‘there are 
only two things,’ aud 80 for ih, (Sd. 41—48). All these have to be refuted, because— 
(1) if there is no unity, uo one thing, then of what could there bé an aggregate ? 
(2) if notbing existe, and ull is Void, there can be no aggregate ; and (8) similarly 
there can be no ‘aggregate’ under the theory of absolute Monie: 1. Parishugghi. 


The doctrine put forward uuder this Satra is thus explained in the Jatparya :— 
“ All things must. be diverse, distinct ; because there is no such thing as ‘ substance,’ 
apart from colour &c., and colour pe are distinct from one another; nor is there 
any such thing as ‘composite’ apart from the components, and these lattor are 
distinct from one another.” Such is the view uf the Saxtrdstibas and the Vai- 
bhdsibas. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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“ All must be regarded as diverse; there is no single 
entity. — Why P— Bhavalakganapri{ half vd — says the Sūtra; 
the ‘lakaga’ or symbol of the ‘lava, entity, is that 
which distinguishes it; i. e. its name; and the names refer 
to diverse entities; us a matter of fact, all ‘names of things’ 
denote combinations; eg, the name Jar is applied to the 
combination of odour, taste, colour and touch,’ (the qualities 
of the Jar), and also to the combination of the ‘ bottom, 
sides and neck’ (the parts of the Jar) [and these are 
diverse, distinct from one another; and the Jar is nothing 
apart from these qualities and component parts}. The 
‘Jur’ has been mentioned only by way of illustration 
[the same holds good in regard to the names of all 
things. |” 

| Var tika on St. (34). 

[F. 479, L. 5 to L. 12.) 

The following is another sweeping assertion; — All 
must be regarded as diverse etc. etc.’;—the name of a thing 
is the word; as it is by its name that the thing is dis- 
tinguished ; and all the ‘names of things refer to diverse 
entities; e.g., the name ‘Jar’; i.e. the name of a thing is applied 
to a diverse combination of components, as we find in the 
case of the word ‘Jar’; similarly with other words. The 
argument may be formulated thus:—T'he word ‘Jar’ 
must réfer to diverse things,—(a) because it is a single 
word,—like the word army; or (b) because when we hear a 
word pronounced we have the cognition of several things,— 
i.e., because the hearing of a word gives rise to the cognition 
of several things,—as we fiud in the case of the word 
army.“ 
Satra (85). 
| Sigghanfa.] : 

Wat is ALLEGED CANNOT BE ACOBPTRD ; BECAUSE (AS A 

MATTER OF FACT) SEVBKAL (KINDS OF) THINGS GO TO 
MAKE A SINGLE ENTITY.—=(Su. 35.) 
l Viehvanatha states the doctrine thus“ Such things as the Jar aud the like 


must be regarded as distinct, even from thewselves; because the odour, taste, &, 
of these things, as also their component parts, are dirtinct from one another; aud 


the ‘Jar’ is nothing Apart Has Meno tiger /ww.holybooks.com 
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Bhagya on SQ. (35). 
LP. 206, L. 4 to L. 8.] 

The compound ‘ anéklakgayaih’ should be treated as 
one that has the middle word eliminated, and as standing for 
‘anekavighalakgagaif, several kinds of things. As a 
matter of fact, it is the single entity (the composite sub- 
stance, Jar) that comes into existence as related to Odour 
and other qualities, and to the Bottom and other com- 

onents; in fact, the Substance is something different from 

its Qualities, and the Composite is something different from 
the Components; both these facts have been already ex- 
plained by us (under SQ. 2-2-88 et seq,). 


Virtika on St. (35). 
[P. 479, L. 14 to P. 480, L. 8.] - 


hol is alleged cannot be accepted etc. etc, The com- 
pound ‘anekalakganath’ should be treated as one which has 
the middle word eliminated, and as standing for anékavi- 
dhalakganaih.’ It is a single entity that is produced as 
related to Odour and other qualities, and to the Bottom 
and other components; and thus it being found that the 
names of things dénote a single entity, the rest of the 
argument (in refutation of the Parvapekga), though not 
actually stated in the Sfitra, is understood to be implied. 
That the Substance possessed of Qualities is something 
different from the qualities, and that the composite is some- 
thing different from the components, has already been 
explained by us. o 

As regards the argument put forward (in the Varfika 
on Sü. 34)—that the word ‘jar’ must refer to diverse 
‘things, because it is a single word,”—this cannot be right; 
as there is no corroborative instance: (a) As a matter of 
fact, there is no word that refers to diverse things; specially 
because such words as ‘army’ and the like are not admitted 
(by all parties) to be applicable to diverse things. We 
have already shownaboterhows wordsolike:{ army’ refer to 
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single entities ;—-(b) secondly, since all’ (words) 
have been made the ‘subject’ of the argument, 
there can: be no corroborative instance ;—(c) thirdly, the 
fact that has been put forward as the reason (‘being a 
word’) must be explained otherwise (than on the basis of 
the assumption that the word must denote diverse 
entities ;”) for as a matter of fact, Colour and other qualities 
are actually perceived as subsisting in a single entity, and 
this single entity is perceived to be the composite object ;— 
(d) fourthly, inasmuch as the negative particle ig known 
to denote either denial of the possible or elimination, the 
reason pnt forward is ‘ contradictory also; i. e. 
the term ‘an&ka’ ( not-one ’, diverse) contains the negative 
particle; and the use of the negative particle is possible only 
as negativing things, in the sense of either ‘denying what is 
possibla’ or contradistinction’; now in the case in question, 
if the negative denotes the denying of what is possible, then 
the assertion that things are anéka’ means that they are 
not-one; and singe this is, ex-hypothesi, the denial of 
what is possible, it follows that being ‘denied in one place, 
it exists elsewhere; so that the use of the term ‘anaka’ 
implying the existence (somewhere) of the ‘Ẹka, One,’ 
your statement becomes self-contradictory. If, on the other 
hand, you hold the view that the negative particle (in ansta) 
denotes ‘ contradistinction’, then the term ‘an@ka’ means 
‘that which is other than one,’ and this also involves the 
admission of the one; for unless the one exists, there can. 
be no such thing as ‘other than one.’ 


Bhasya on Sù. (36). 
[P. 206, L. 8 to L, 20.] 


Var. P. 490. 


Further, — 
TRE DENIAL OANNOt BE RIGHT, AS THB SYMBOLS (or 
THINGS) ARE-RESTRIOTED IN THEIR APPLICATION. (Su. 36). 
The denial—that “ there is no single entity ”—cannot be 
right ;—why Peeforthe verynsimplewreasomthat:' the symbols 
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of things are restricted in their application’; as a matter of 
fact, the ‘symbol’ of entities,— i. e. the word that forms their 
namo, is restricted in its application to single entities ; as is 
clear from such expressions as ‘1 am touching that Jar which 
I saw before,’ ‘Jam seeing that which I touched before.’ 
Then.- again, asa matter of fact, we never perceive any mere 
‘group of atoms’ as such, and these ‘groups of atoms’ (as 
composing the Jar) being imperceptible (by reason of their 
extreme minuteness), that which is actually perceived must be 
a single entity (composed of those atoms). i 


(A) It has been subsequently urged by the Opponent 
' that—“there can be no single entity, because all things are 
mere groups (of several things)” ;—but if there is no single 
thing, there can be no group of things. What the Opponent 
means is that—‘ there is no single entity, as the names of 
things apply only to groups ”;—but the fact is that if there is 
no single thing, there can be no group’ ; as the group’ is 
nothing more than the conglomeration of several single things ; 
so that the allegation— There is no single entity &c.”— 
involving a self-contradiction, is most incongruous, That 
is, that (single entity) of which the denial has been alleged, 
(by the Opponent, on the basis of the premiss), ‘‘ because the 
names of thiugdare applied to groups, —beoomes admitted 
by the Opponent when he assorts that “ the names of things 
are applied to groups”; for the‘ group’ is only a collection 
of several single entities, (B) Further, in making the alle- 
gation—"because the names of things are applied to groups 
of things“ —-you admit the group, and then in the propo- 
sition,“ there is no single entity you deny each component of 
that ‘group’ [ for each such component can only bea single 
entity {and when each component is denied, the group also 
becomes denied ipso facto}. Thus then, the Opponent’s alle- 
ation being beset with a twofold ‘self-contradiction ’ (A & 
50, it must be rejected as a frivolous assertion. 


Vartika on Su. (36). 
Ib. 480, L. 10 to P. 481, L. 19.] 
For the following reason also (the Piirvapakga cannot be 
accepted :— As the symbols of things etc. eto.—says the Sutra. 


The theory that “ there is no single entity ” cannot be right; 
—why ? —becnusaéheceymbolaof things are. santrioted in their 
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application. As a matter of fact, when. the name jar is 
uttered, it does not give rise tothe idea of several thingo. 
‘How do you know that it does not give rise to this idea?” 
(A) For the simple reason that the word takes the Singular 
termination; the word Jar is in the Singular number; and a 
word in the Singular number could not apply to several things. 
—(B) Further, as a matter of fact, the direction (addressed 
by the older person to the younger) and its comprehension 
(by the younger person) both pertain to a single entity; e. h., the 
direction ‘ bring the jar’ refers to a singla jar; and the per- 
son to whom this direction is addressed, on comprehending 
the meaning of the words, brings up a single jar; and the 
fact of the direction and its comprehension 5 to 
the single object clearly indicates phat the name ‘ jar’ denotes 
a single entity. 


Then again, you regard the qualities of Oolour and the 
components (as denoted by the name of a thing); but as a 
matter of fact, thesedo not form the actual denotation of 
words, they come in merely by implication, this implication 
being due to the fact that they are inseparable from the 
thing (actually denoted by the word). 


Further, if every thing were a mere ‘group’ of compo- 
nents, atoms), there could be no end to its dismemberment ; 
hence that point where the dismemberment ceases must be 
the single entity. That is to say, when the Opponent regards 
the Bull, the Jar and such things as mere groups of compo- 
nents,’ he admits the‘group '; and under the Opponents 
theory [ by which all things are mere groups of 
endless component atoms] it would not be possi- 
ble to conceive of any thing (e.g , the Jar) as having become 
‘smaller’ and ‘smaller’ (by) dismemberment; as each dis- 
membered ‘piece would be capable of never-ending dismem- 


f RTN inthe rightroedingngixen hy the up” 


Vår. P. No, 481. 
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berments);—such aconceptioncould be possible only if the ob 
ject could be conceived of asso many component substances 
constituting the Jar (and such notion would be impossible if 
there were no such single entities as the Jar’ and the like]; so 
that for the purposes of the said conception it has to be admit- 
ted that iu the case of every object, there is a point which 
represents the smallest dimension to which it can be reduced 
(by dismemberment’, and this smallest sized thing would be 
indivisible; so that at chat point all further dismemberment 
should cease; and that where no further dismemberment 
(into component particles) is possible must he a single entity. 


Further, one who denies the one must deny the many 
also; as the many is only a collection of several ones. Lou 
will perhaps take up the following position:“ (a) That 
which you regard as the indivisible atom is only a conglomeras 
tion of Colour and other qualities; or (6) that the four 
substances, Barth and the rest, combined _— form the 
Atom.” 

(u) Now, nader this theory,—which means that when 
Colour and other properties come together they constitute 
the Atom,—it has to be explained to what belongs the Colour 
that is found in the Atom; and similarly with the other 
qualities. (b) If, again, you allege that the four eubstances (Barth 
Water, Fire and Air) coming together constitute the Atom, 
—and it means that the quactette is a collection (of four 
substances) —then, it behoves you to explain of what 
things each one of the four substances singly—Rarth, 
Water, Fire and Air—is the collaction. If you postulate 
an endless series of collections, then you go against your 
scriptures, according b» which the Atom is a collection of 
eight substances; as has been declared (in the Baudgha 
Sijra)—" Kamagtagravyakogurashabja}, ‘‘ Verily the Atom 
consists of eight substances, and is without Sound.” (f) 
Tce Author Rew Niles the thate dianothehpasyso®Buddhiste. 
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Thus (we conclude that) if there is no single entity, there 
cannot be many entities; so that the theory of the Opponent 
has got to be entirely rejected. 

The Pérvapakga has put forward the reason—* because 
the names of things apply to groups; but this is nothing, in- 
volving as it dnes a twofold self-contradiction. “Why two- 
fold?” (i) In the first place in the argument There is 
no single entity (Proposition), because the names of things are 
applied to groups Probans), —there is contradiction between 
the Proposition and the statement of the Probans; as unless 
there is a single entity, there can be no group ;—(2) secondly, 
when you deny the single entity on the basis of the group, 
you deny the group itself. Thus the Opponent’s allegation being 
beset with a twofold contradiction, it must bo rejected as a 
frivolous assertion. The rest is clear in the Bhagya. 


Ind of Section (9). 


Section (10). 
[Safras 87—40. | 
The Kefutation of the Theory that All is Mere Void. 


——- Bhagya on S. (87). 
LP. 206, L. 20 to P. 207, L. 13.] 
The following is another sweeping assertion :— 
Süfru (37). 
“ ALL THINGS MUST BE NON-BNTITIBS, BECAUSE ALL 
“THINGS ABE KNOWN TO DE MERE NEGATIONS OF ONE ANOTHER.” 
(Sa. 37). | 


All things must be regarded as /non-entities ;—why ?-— 
because all things are known to be mere negations, of one 
another. As u matter of fact, the Bull is non-existent 
in the form of tlorse,’ and the Bull is ouly ‘ not-horse; 
similarly the Horse is ‘non-existent’ in the form tho‘ Bull,’ 
and the Horse is only not-bull; thus we find that the names 
of things ( ‘Bull,’ arse. fen) axa.napsomitans,(co-substrate) 
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with the votiqn of ‘non-existence’ as also with negation ; 
from which it follows that ull things are non-extelené or non- 
entities.” * 


(The Baagys offers its own answer to the Nihilistic 
doctriue put forward iu the S#fra}]—The assertion put for- 
ward cannot be right; because there is contra:liction between 
(A) the two terms of the I'roposition and (H$ between the 
Proposition and the Statement of the Probans: 


KA) Theterm ‘all’ siguifies several thing, without exception, 
while the term! non- entity signiſtes lie nag stine of eatalence ; 
ok these two the former is something possessed of a defiuite 
character, while the latter is totally devoid of auy character ; 
now how can that which is spoken of as possessed of definite 
character, de., all, be a mere non. entity. which is 
devoid of any character ? Certainly the ‘ non-entity,’ which 
18 totally devoid of auy character, oan not be predicated either 
as several or as without exception ’ [whioh are the two 
factors in the denotation of thè term ‘all.’ 


“But it is just all this that is non-entity ; what you 
(Logician) callthe ‘all’ is what is really only non-entity.” 


Even so the ‘contradiction’ does not cease; for the con- 
ception of ‘several things and without exception ’ cannot 


® This Nihilism ichus expounded iu the Tafparya :—“ All things - Prãmãya 
aud the rest—are actually found to the cagniged as ‘uon-cxistent’ and ala 
spoken of in negative terms; lieuoe it fullows thet the names of those things 
aro concomitant with these (the notion of non-existence and negation) ; hence 
Praméga aud the res} must be regarded as non-existent, as noneutities, just like 
the Cloth that has either not oome into existence or has beeu destroyed. Further 
are these things—Pramiga &.— eternal or evanescent ? If they are eternal, they 
must be non-eutities, beiug without any capacity or power; as we have already 
explained how no sequence being passible amug thiugs chat are eterual, uo eternal 
thiag cau ever bring about a product. If, on · tho other haud, the things are evan- 
escent, then, since they would be liable to destruction, they would be as non-enistent 
at the first as at the second moment- Further, if things are existent, they should 
not be liable to destruction, and as such they could not be destroyed at any point 
of time ; for the blue Colour, being brought about by its causes, can never be turned 
into yellow by even thousands of painters, In fact evanescent things can not 
but be regarded as liable to destruction. From all this we conclude that all things 
are mere Void, Blank ; and it is only through assumed exisiencd that they appear 
as visting, The reasoning may be formulated thus: All names of things. apply 
lo non-existent things,—-because they are concomitant with poticns'of now-evletence 
and negefion, ure ce uu ant the destroyedOleth?'com 
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possibly arme in regard to what is mere non- entity; and 
yet it is just this conception that is expressed by the term 
‘all;’ hence it follows that this ‘all’ cannot be a none 
entity, 

(B) There is contradiction also between the Proposition and 
the Statement of the Probans: the Proposition is in the form 
‘all things are non-entities,’ and it denies the existence (of 
all. things); and the statement of the Probans is ‘because 
all things are known to be mere negations of one another, 
which admits that there is mutual negation ' among things; 
and then on the basis thereof—the fact of there keing mutual 
negation having been established,—it is asserted that ‘all 
things are non-entities’ ;—now if ‘all things are nonentities, 
then it is not possible for things to be the ‘negation of one 
another; and if ‘things’ are ‘ negations of one another, 
then all things’ cannot be ‘ non-entities.’ 

Vartika on Sü. (37). 


Ib. 482, L. 1 to P. 848, L. 2.] 


Another sweeping assertion is— All things must be 
non-entities, &c. &c. All things are non-entities ;—why ?— 
because all things are known to be mere negations of one 
another. That is, inasmuch as the names of things are 
concomitant with the notion of ‘ non-existence, and with 
‘negation,’ all things must be ‘nor-entities,’—just like the 
unproduced and destroyed Oloth. As a matter of fact, all 
names of things are concomitant with ‘non-existence,’ and 
also with ‘negation, —just like the destroyed Cloth; as in 
the expression the Cloth does not exist..—‘ But in what 
way is the Cloth non-existent ; and when isit non-existent ? '— 
It does not exist, in the form of the dish and such othoy things ; 
and it does not exist when it has been destroyed. Similarly 
the word ‘Jar,’ being concomitant with the notion of nen- 
existence,’ clearly indicates the absolute non-existence of 


The right reading is are nende (us in the Puri Ms). Construe thus: 


wdra seein garda Ai, RRT Www.holybooks.com 
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the Jar; in the same manner, all names of things being found 
to be concomitant with ‘non-existence,’ it follows that all 
things are non-ezisteni.” i 


In the above there is contradiction, (a) between the two 
terms of the Proposition, and also (b) between the Proposition 
and the Statement of the Probans. By two things being 
* seamanaghikaraga, or ‘concomitant, it is meant that the 
words expressing them end with affixes having the same 
meaning; i~e., affixes with the same signification are used 
with them; and when you make use of this expression 
(‘samanaghikarnya’ in your Statement of Probans), you 
admit the ewistence of things and also thè existence of words 
that form the names of those things; so that your Statement 
of the Probans (wherein the expression ‘samanadghikarana ’ 
is used). becomes contradictory * (to your Proposi- 
tion). Further, your Proposition is in the form—“ that 
which you regard as all. must be a non-entity;” but 
as a matter of fact, the notion of ‘that’ can never arise in 
regard to a mera non-entity; nor can the notion of entity 
arise in regard to it. Further the term non-entity denotes 
the negation of entity; and the use of the negative particle 
is not possible unless what is denoted by the term ,compound- 
ed with it actually exists, asthe negative particle can only 
mean either ‘denial of what is Possible or . contradistino- 
tion,’ as we have explained before, as is found to be in the case 
of such compound words as ‘noteone,’ ‘ non-eternal’ and the 
like. In the same manner we can also find oontradistinotion 
between the term ‘all’ and the term non - entity. The rest 
is clear in the Bhagya. 


Further, if all things are mere non-entities, it beboves 
you to explain the exact nature (and signification) of the 
affixes; if everything is a non- entity, you should ses 


o For fad: read en then ButyareéEaditionybooks.com 
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what is the character of the affix; if tho affix also is a nons 
entity, then the assertion, that simanaghikaranya consists 
in the affixes having the same meaning,” involves a oon- 
tradiction in terms. You talk of ‘concomitance with the 
notion of non-existence and with negation,’ and yet you 
deny the same when you make the sweeping 
| assertion that “all things are non-entities ;” 
and certainly that which is a non-entity can never be the 
substratum of anything; the ‘substratum’ is that wherein 
something subsists, and certainly nothing subsists in a non- 
entity. | 


Var: P. 483. 


Bhasya on Sd. (38). 
Ik. 207, L. 18 to P. 208, L. 17. 
r The following is the answer (to Nihilism) offered by the 
ufra— : 
Sutra (38). 7 
WHAT HAS BEEN ALLEGED IS NOT RIGHT, BECAUSE THINGS ABM, 
BY VIRTUB OF THBIR VERY NATURE, ACTUAL BNTITIES. 


(A) All things cannot be non-entities ;—Why P—Because 
by virtue of their very nature things are actual entities, 
(really existing). The proposition laid down is that by their 
very nature things exist. What is the nature of things?” 
‘ Existence,’ being an entity, and so forth constitute the nature 
or character common to Substances, Qualities and Actions: 
‘having action’ und so forth are the ‘character’ peouliar 
to Substances ;—the qualities ending with Touch belong to 
Earth ;—so on and so forth there are endless characters 

eculiar to the several things of the world ;—in Community, 

ndividuality and Inherence also we find specific characters. 
All this distinction among things, which is recognised in 
actual experience, would not be possible [if all things were 
mere non-entities}|, as a non-entity is without any character ;— 
and yet such distinction among things does exist ;—from 
which it follows that all things are not mere non-entities. 

(B) [Another interpretation of the Sitra}—Ory the words 
of the Sütra may be taken to mean that—what has bean as- 
serted cannot bovightydecansaipach thingyteoKcecognised as having 
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a distinct individuality of tis own; that is to say, when the 
word Bull? is used, what is apprehended is a particular 
substance qualified by (belonging to) a particular community, 
and not a mere non-entity. If all things were nan-entities, 
the Bull would have been recognised as a non. entity, and 
the word Bull’ would have denoted a non - ontiiy. But how 
do you know that the word Bull“ does not signify a 
non-entity ?”® We know it from the fact that whenever the 
word ‘ Bull’ is used, it brings about the notion of a particular 
substance, and not that of a non-entity, For these reasons 
what has been asserted by the Opponent cannot be right. 


(O) Or, the words of the Safra nu svabhdvasidghah, eto. 
may be explained to mean as follows:—When you assert 
(Bhā. P. 207, L.) that the Bull is non-existent in the form of 
the Horse,” why do not you say that the Bull is non-existent 
in the form of the bull”? + That you do not say so indicates 
that in the form of the Bull the Bull is evistent; this is what 
is meant by the expression Svabhavasidghi,’ existence in 
its own form.’ [If you really mean that things are non- 
existent], why cannot pou say that the Horse is not-Horse, 
or that the Bull is not-Bull? Since you do not say s0, it 
follows that in ite own form, the substance ewists. 


1 As a matter of fact, whenever there is denial of non- 
difference—‘ difference’ consisting, in this case, of the absence 
of conjunction and such other relations, and ‘non-difference ’ 
consisting of identity,—even really existing things come to be 
spoken of as co-substrate (concomitant) with the notion of 
‘ non-existence, as we find in the case of the expression ‘the 
jujube fruit is not in the cup ;§—so that in the case in ques- 
tion, in the expressions ‘the Bull is non-existent in the form 
of the Horse,’ ‘the Bull is not-Horse’, what is denied is the 
non- difference between the Bull and the Horse,—the meaning 


©The right reading is WING ATN WATT Beye, as found iu Vari Ms, B. 
tuar ff menratere’ is the better reading, as found in Puri Ms, B. 


t This, according to the Vdrfika, explains how we have the negation expresssd 
in the statement, ‘the Bull is not-horse.’ > 
This is an obscure passage; the obscurity being due to wrong readings. From 
what follows in the next sentence it is clear that the passage should read as follows— 
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being that, ‘there is no identity between the Bull and the 
Horse’; and this identity being denied, there comes about the 
co-substrateness or concomitance of the notion of non-exist- 
ence’ with the thing, ‘ Bull’; hence the expression ‘the Bull 
is non-existent, in the form of the Horse; just as in the sen- 
tence the jujube fruit is not in the cup’, the conjunction of 
the fruit with the cup being denied, we have the oo· substrate · 
ness of the notion of ‘ non-existence’ with the fruit, which is 
a real entity. [All this shows that ‘concomitance with the 
notion of non-existence,’ upon which the Opponent bases his 
arguments, in Bhägya, p. 207, L. 1-2, is not incompatible with 
real entities}. 


Varlika on (38), 
| P. 483, L. 2 to P. 484, L. 6.] 

The answer given in the Safra is as follows: — What has 
bean alleged, etc., eto., (Sd. 38). What we mean is that all 
things exist in their own respective characters; and this 
serves to point out the absurdity in the position put forward in 
the preceding Sufra. How so?” When in Safra 87 you say 
that things are known to be mere negations of one another,” 
you assert the things to be mere negations, non-entities; and 
saying this you regard things to be, by their very nature, non- 
entities. Further, the statement things are mere negations of 
one another” isopen to the objection that it contains a needless, 
superfluous, qualifying term; in order to express the idea 
that all things are non-entities, all that need have been said 
is that ‘things do not exist’, and it is not right to say that 
‘one thing is not another’ (and this is exactly what your 
words mean]. Then again another (‘ifara‘) is a positive 
term, and when all things are non-existent, there is 
nothing that could be affirmed and spoken. of by means of 
the word ‘another’; what you have done is to admit the 
fact of a certain thing being spoken of by means of the 
word ‘another,’ and then to negative one thing in regard to 
that another; and in doing this you have admitted the fact 
of certain thingavhesxiag: theehanacterof entistes, 
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“ What is the own character of things P "asks the Oppo- 
nent, 


[Our answer is as follows] “ Hzistence’ ‘being an Entity ’ 
and so forth constitute the character common to Substances, 
Qualities and Actions; having action and so forth are the character 
peouliar (to substances) ; the qualities ending with Touch belong to 
Barth ; and 80 on ana so forth there are endless characters peculiar 
to the several things of the World—(Bhiisya). Among Com- 
munity, Individuality and Inherence there are endless sub- divi- 
sions, some general and others special. All this distinction 
among things, which is recognised in actual experience, would 
nol be possible, if all things were mare non-entities; as a non- 
entity is without any character: — and yet such distinctions 
among things docs exist; from which it follows that all things 
ara not mere non-entities.—(Bh&sya). 


(b) Or, the phrase svabhavasidghah (of the Sutra) may be 
explained as follows: — When the word ‘Bull’, is used it does 
not bring about the idea of a non-enlity ; what it expresses is 
a certain substance belonging to a particular community. If 
all things were mere non-entities, then the word ‘bull’, o 
being used, would express a non- entity. From this it follows 
that all things are not mere non · entities. 


(o) Or, the phrase svabhavasiggh@h‘ may be taken to 
mean as follows: — Tou assert that the Bull is 
non-existent in the form of the horse’, the Bull 
is not’ Horse’; but why do not you say that ‘the Bull 
is not-Bull’*? Since you do not say so, it follows that 
the Bull does eit (in the form of the Bull) “The 
assertion that the Bull is not-Bull would be self-contra- 


° The reading of the Bibliotheca Indica Edition is simpler. 
t Arcerhfir, thopight vending; angiven imtha toetoe oks.com 


Var: P. 484. 
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dictory.” If it is only through fear of self - ooutradiotion 
that you do not assert that the Bull is not-Bull’, then, my 
friend, the existence of things becomes established. 


“How then do we have the negation ‘the Bull is not-Horse’ p 


As.a matter of fact, whenever there is denial of non-differ- 
ende, even really exisiing things come to be spoken of as co-sub- 
strate with the :.otion of non-existance; as we find in the case of 
the expression ‘the jujube fruit is not in the cup’, (Bhasya)— 
where what is negatived is the connection between the fruit 
and the cup, and yet neither the fruit nor the cup is a uon- 
entity. 

Sutra (39). 

(Objection. ]—‘ THERB Is NO SUCH THING AS THE OHABAOTKR 
(on INDIVIDUALITY) OF THINGS; FOR WHAT 18 so REGARDED HAS 
ONLY A RELATIVE EXISTENOB, ”* (Sü. 39). 

Bhagya on Sa. (39). 
[P. 209, L. 2 to L. 4.) 


“ « Relative is that which is due to the relativity of things : 

e. fa à thing is spoken of as long in relation to what is 

‘short, and short in relation to what is long; and neither 

of the two has an absolute existence of its own—Why 

so ?—-Because such is the force of relativity. Hence we 

conclude that there is no such thing as the character or 
individuality of things. 1 


Vartika on Sü. (89). 
LP. 484, L. L. 8-9] 


What is asserted: cannot be accepted; as the character 
of things is purely relative; and nothing has an absolute 


© Satish Chandra Vidyabhtigana reads in this Büşra a reference to the Nagl 
miba-Satra. 

All things are relative: the blue ie blue iu relation to, in comparisou with, the 
yellow, the father ispoimrelation tothan MAAA font pith all things. —fafparya. 
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existence of its own; as we find in the case of suvh thingy us 
the Long and the Short, the Prior and the Posterior,” 


Stifra (40). 
| Answer ]—Waar is POT FORWARD CANNOT BE RIGHT, 
AS IT INVOLVES A SEL¥-ConTRADIOTION (Sd. 40), 


Bhasya or Sā (40). 
LP. 209, L. 6 to L. 15], 


If a thing is long only relatively to the ‘short,’ then 
the ‘short’ should be non-relative; for to what would the 
‘short’ be relative? (Similarly) if a thing is ‘short’ only 
relatively to the ‘long,’ then the long should be non - relative; 
for to what would the ‘long’ be relative? And if the two 
depended upon each other, then the negation of one would 
imply the negation of the other, so that there would be neya- 
tion of both, Hence it is not right to assert that the 
character of the ‘short’ is to be determined only relatively 
to the long.“ : 

Further, if there is no such thing as the character? 
(or individuality) of things, {and all is merely relative], why 
do we not have the relative notions of length and ‘short- 
ness’ in regard to two equal Atoms, or to any two objects 
of equal size? For, taken relatively or non-relatively, the 
two things remain the same; the two things taken relatively 
remain precisely the same two things, even when not taken 
relatively; the presence or absence of relativity does not 
alter the things themselves [so that under the Pirvapukga 
theory, there can be no reason why the notions of length 
and ‘shortness’ should not arise in regard to the two Atoms]; 
but if the character of things were purely relative, then the 
presence of relativity (of one thing or the other) would surely 
make a difference in the nature of things What then is 
the effect of relativity on things)?” What relativity does 
is that when we perceive two things, it becomes possible for 


o The whole of this passage is bead better in Puri Ms. B. oft TAE 
N enmi firra... Aera frrr eR 
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us to perceive the preponderance of one over the other; 
that is, when one sees two things and notices a preponderance 
in one of them, he regards it as long, and that which he finds 
deficient, he regards as ‘short;’ this is what is dove by 


relativity. 
Var{ika on 8d (40). 
[P. 484, L. 11 to P. 485, L. 16]. 

lat is put forward cannot be right &. &c. If the long 
is only relative to the ‘ short,’ then the short should be non 
relative; if the short is only relative to the long, then the 
‘long should be non - relative. If both are relative to each 
other, then that in relation to which the other is produced 
should become non-relative ; so that the negation of one should 
mean the negation of both. Tuken relatively or non-relatively, 
the two thinga remain the same ; the two things taken relatively 
remain precisely the same two things, even when not taken 
relatively, (Bhasya) ; and it does not make any difference in 
one or the other. “How then does there arise any ap- 
prehension of preponderance (superiority) ? If the two things, 
taken relatively and non- relatively, remain the same, then 
there should be no such concéptions as long and short.“ 
Certainly such conceptions should not be impossible; when 
two things are perceived, a certain preponderance in one or 
the other is always perceived; as a matter of fact, in regard 
to the two things we have two definite notions, one in regard 
to each; in one we perceive a certain préponderance (and 
hence regard it as ‘long’ ), while in another we perceive 
‘shortness’ (due to a certain deficiency) ; then we come to 
ponder over the two conceptions, and this poadering gives 
rise to the notion ‘this is lonzer than that, that 
is shorter than this; this notion does not arise 
from the coming into existence of any new thing. 


E. g. When we perceive the bamboo relatively to che sugar-cane, this relativity 
leads us to the judgment that the former is ‘longer’ than the latter, or that the 
. latter is shorter RRN EIRA Sfp m Nttps:/www.holybooks:com i 


Var. P. 486. 
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Further, if there were no such thing as the ‘character ` 
of things, their ‘relativity’ also would be impossible. In 
fact, if the distinctions into ‘long’ and ‘short’ and the like 
were due solely to the differences of relativity, without any 
regard to the ‘character’ of things,—then, the said notions 
(of ‘long’ &c.) would be possible in regard to even things 
taken relatively to everything. As a matter of.fact however, 
relativity has nothing to do with the notions of ‘ Colour,’ 
Taste,“ ‘Odour’ and ‘ Touch;’ and when God perceives two 
minute atoms, He does not conceive of one atom as long 
or ‘short’ &o., in relation to another. From all this it follows 
that the conceptions are not all brought about by relativity, 


[Having explained the Bhagya, the Varia proceeds to 
offer its own criticism of the PSreapakes ]—The assertion 
that “all things are pon-entities " is absolutely wrong. Why 
is it wrong ? ” Well, in the first place, it involves the absurdity 
of explaining and not explaining the nature of the Means of 
Cognition: the man who asserts that all things are nou-entities 
should be asked to explain the nature of the Means of Cogni- 
tion; if he explain’ it, he contradicts himself; while if he 
does not explain it, then he cannot prove anything, as for 
him there is no ‘means of Cognition or proof.“ Secondly, 
“ all things are non-entities is a sentence ; and if the person 
making this assertion oomprebends its meaning, then, as before, 
there is self-contradiction ; while if he does not comprehend it, 
then the mere uttering of letters is absolutely futile. Thirdly, 
of the sentence all things are non-entities ’ if the Piryapakea 
perceives the speaker and the person spoken to, he contradicts 
himself, Fourthly, all things ars non-éntities’ and all things 
are entities, — these are two distinct sentences; and if the 
Opponent perceives the difference in their meaning, he con- 

tradicts himself; while if he does not perceive it, the use of 
different words-le'fatilefrom https:/www.holybooks.com 
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Thas we find that the more we examine this theory of all 
things being non-entities, the more unamenable to reason it 
is found to be. 

End of Section (10). 


Section (11). 


[Sutras 41—483.) 
Bzamination of certain sweeping assertions in regard to 
the exact number of things. 
Bhagya on St. (41). 
[P. 209, L. 15 to P. 211, L. 8.] 


The following are the sweeping assertions in regard to 
the exact number of things: — (I)“ All things are one, all 
being equally existent“; (II) “ All things are two, being 
divided into eternal and non-ete nal; (III) “ All things 
are three, cogniser, cognition and cognised ” ; (IV)“ All things 
are fuur, cogniser, means of cognition, cognised and cognition ; 
and so on there are other assertions on the point. It is the 
examination of these views that proceeds-now.¢ 


These views are criticised, because they limit all things within one particular. 
number :—According to (I) there is only one thing, according to (II) there are two 
things, and eo forth. 

The Pariskhugdi remarks—The question arises—why should the II, III and 
other views be criticised—when they are not incompatible with the Nyãya view 
of things being the conglomeration or composite of several component particles ? 
But the fact of the matter is that those theories limit things within one definite 
number only: e. g., There are only two things’, and fwo only,—then, inas- 
much as those two would be everlasting, there would be no explanation of the fact 
that they bring about their effects only occasionally; under this theory the 
Appearance of effects should be unceasing. Similarly with the other views. 

The Ta{parya offers the following explanations of the two views mentioned in 
the Bhagya :— a | 

(1) The entice phenomenon ofthe world is nothing apart from the Light 
of Consciousness ; everything is an emanation from this Light. There ie no 
difference among cognitions, nor between the cognised object and ite cognition ; 
as everything is a manifestation of Consciousness, which is cognition, (II) ‘ Eternal’ 
and ‘non-eternal’, being contradictory terms, must include all things ; there can 
be nothing that is beter et Al Nisps'/noncmeaaiiooks.com 
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Saira (41). 

ANY ABSOLUTR LIMITATION OF THE NUMBER (OF THINGS) © 
CANNOT BE ESTABLISHED, EITHER IN THR EVENT OF THB MEANS 
(or PROVING IT) BEING AVAILARLR, OR IN THAT OF ITS BEING 

NOT AVAILABLE, (Sd. 41.) 


If the means of proving the desired conclusion is (avail- 
able, and) something different from the conclusion to be 
proved, then no limitation of number can be proved ; as the 
said Means will always, ex-hypothest, be somet' ung outside that 
limited number which, being included in the conclusion to 
be proved’) could not include the means of proving (that 
same conclusion). If, on the other hand, there is ro difference 
between the Means aud the Conelnsion to be proved by it, 
then also the li itation of number cannot be proved, as 
there is, ex-hypothesi, no real means of proving, and in the 
absence of such means nothing can be proved. 

Vartika on Sd. (41). 
[P. 485, L. 17 to P. 486, L. 6.) 


The following are the views propounding an absolute 
limitation of the number of things: “ All things are one, all 
being equally emirtent Ko. &o. &o.” says the Bhasya. The 
following Safra is meant to refute all these views: <Any 
cbsolute limitation of number &., &o.—says the Safra. It is 
not possible to establish any of the views seeking to limit 
the number of things; because the means (of 
proving a proposition) must be something 
different from that which forms the subject-matter of the 
Proposition itself; ie., having stated the Proposition in the 
form ‘ all things are one’, if the person puts forward a proof 
in support of it, which is something different from what 


The “ other assertions” referred to in the Bhdgya are—(1) that of the 
Saakhya, that Soul and Primordial Matter are the only two entities ; (2) that of 
the Bauggha, that the only entities are the five shanghas of Colour, Name, Impres- 
sion, Sensation and Cognition; and (W that of the Pachupata, that the ouly 
— entities are the Pasku (living beings), thelr bondage, the removal of this bondage 
and the Lord. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com } i 
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forms the subject of that Proposition, then the said limita- 
tion of the number of things to one only does not become 
established ; for the meana and the subject of the Proposition 
(being different from one another} would constitute two 
things, Similarly withthe view that “there are only two 
things” and so forth [for the means of proving this also 
would be different from the two things that form the subject- 
matter of the proposition; thus making three things]. If, on 
the other hand, there is no means of proving, apart from 
the subject of the Proposition,—then also the limitation of 
number c unot be proved; as in this case there would be 
no means of proving; for what is to be proved cannot itself 
he the menns of proring. 
Stifra (42). 
Objection—“ WHAT nas BREN URGED IS NOT TRUE; AR 
THE MEANS (OF PROVING) IS ONLY A PART (OF WHAT Is TO 
BE PROVED), (Sd. 42). 
8 Bhagya on Sd. (42). 
[P. 211, Ll. 56. 


“Tt is not true that the limitation of number cannot 
be proved ;— why P—because the means is a part (of what 
is proved by it); itis only a part (of the subject-matter 
of the Proposition which is the Means of proving that Pro- 
position; so that the Means need not be anything different. 
Similarly with the views that there are only two things, and 
so forth.” 

Vartika on St. (41). 


[P. 486, L. 7 to L. 10.] 

“ What is urged is not true &c, &o.—says the SBfra. As 
a matter of fact, the Means is only a part of the Proposition 
to be proved,—this is what. the Shfra means. The means 
is only a part of what is to be proved. Such being the 
case, the Means of proving our conclusion does not come to 
be anything different from the limited number sought to be 
proved by it; namisathefprwing withonbdtas. means.” 


1526 | THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA 


Safra (48). 
[ Answer]—Taet REASON PUT FORWARD is N RBASON 


AT ALL; AS (ACCORDING To THB PORVAPAKSA) THINGS OAN 
HAVE No ‘ PARTS ’.—(SQ. 43). 


Bhagya on St. (43). 
[P. 212, L. 2 to L. 8.] 


The reason put forward (in St. 42) is as the means of 
proving is only a part of what is tobe proved;” but this is 
not a valid reason ;—why P- because the Opponent has laid 
down the sweeping assertion that “all things are one only,” 
without any exception at all; and then (in the reason put 
forward) he speaks of a certain thing (the Means of Proving) 
as being ‘one’ (part of the subject of the proposition); but 
there is nothing (apart from that ‘one’) which, in the 
Proposition, takes in, all things, that could be the part and 
the necessary means of proving.“ Similarly with the other 
views limiting the number of things to two &. 


If all these sweeping assertions in regard to the limita- 
tion of the number of things proceed on the basis of the 
denial of the indefinite number of diversities among things 
due to their distinctive properties, they militate against 
well-known facts ascertained from Perception, Iufereuce 
and Verbal Cognition; and as such they have to be rejected 
as wrong doctrines. If, on the other hand, they proceed 
on the basis of the admission of the said diversities, then 
they, renounce their absolutism; as the inclusion of things 
(under any one head) is due to the presence of common 
properties, and the exclusion (or diversity) of things is due 
only to the presence’ of distinct properties [so that the 
admission of the diversity of things involves the admission 
of an indefinite number of diversities, and the renouncing of 
all limitation of the number). 


elt there were such a thing asthe part of what is to be proved, then this 
would mean that there is no absolute limitation of the number of things to one only. 
When it is stated that “all things are one,’ nothing is left out; so that there 
is nothing that is not included in the Proposition which could be the proof of 


that proposition. 
propos Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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All the above sweeping assertions (from SQ. 14 to Sd. 43) 
have been examined with a view to get at the discernment 
of True Knowledge. 


Vartika on S. (48). 
P. 486, L. 12 to P. 487, L. 7.] 


The reason put forward is no reason at all, Sc. §c.—says 
the Sutra. That the Means is a part of what is to be proved 
is no reason at all; because the subject-matter of the Proposi- 
tion is without parts. When the proposition is put forward 
in the form ‘all things are one,’ nothing is left out, all 
things, without exception, being made the subject; so that 
‘all things, —which can have no parts—being the subject,’ 
there is nothing that could form the Reason or ‘Middle 
Term; and what is to be proved cannot form the Reason; 
specially as the operation of a thing upon itself is something 
incongruous; hence that which has itself got to be p; oved can- 
not be the Proof; the ‘object’ can never be its own 
‘instrument.’ 

If all these sweeping assertions in regard to the limitation 
of tha number of things proceed on the basis of the deniul of 
the indefinite number of diversities among things due to their 
distinctive properties, they have to rejected as wrong 
doctrines, because they militate against well-known facts 
ascertained from Perception, Inference and Verbal Cognition ; 
as a matter of fact, the diversity among such things as the 
Bull and the Jar is directly perceived ;—diversity is proved 
by Inference also; since what is inferred is always some- 
thing different from the means of that inference ;—diversity 
is shown in verbal cognitions also; the 
speaker is the person who knows the thing 
spoken of, while the person spoken to is one who does 
not know the thing {and these two persons must be 
different]. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 


Var. P. 487. 


1528 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA 


If, on the other hand, tha ssid sweeping assertions proces: 
on the basis of the admission of the said diversitios, then they 
renounce their abs lutism. If it be held that“ there is none 
difference among things by reason of their possessing common 
properties and there is difference by reason of their possess- 
ing distinctive properties, —then, this does not militate 
against the Sigdhanfd doctrine. In fact, unless there is 
diversity among things, there can be no room for commonality ; 
so that when the Opponent speaks of ‘commonality, he 
must admit the ‘diversity’ also; and when he denies 
‘diversity,’ he must deny the ‘commonality’ also; for the 
‘commonality’ cannot subsist except on the basis of 
‘diversity.’ 

End of Section 11. 


Section (12). 
[Sütras 44—54] 
On Frnitiow—the Teath Object uf Coynition. 
Bhagya on Sa. 44). 
LP. 212, L. 8 to L. 12.] 
After Bebi: ih, comes Fruitiun; and with regard to this— 


TAERE ARISES A DOUBT six or THE ACOUMPLISHMENT 
OF THB RESULT (OF AOTS) is FOUND TO APPEAR IMMEDI- 
ATELY AS WELL AS AFTER SUMK TIMB. (Sd. 44.) 


When a man cooks rice or milks the cow, the results, in the 
shape of the Rice and the Milk respectively, appear immedi- 
ately; whereas wheu he ploughs the field and sows the seeds, 
the result in the shape of the Harvest, accrues to him after 
some time ;—now the Agnihufira is an act, the performance 
whereof is laid down iu the text ‘one desiring heaven should 
perform the Agnihofru; and in regard to the fruition of 
this act, thene.varigesd mondanbbnas. toypwhaether or not any 
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results follow it, and if they do, when they follow, and so 
forth).“ 

harf ita on BA, (44). 

P. 487, L. 8 to L. 15.) 

Fruition has been mentioned after Rebirth ; and in regard 
to this there arises u doubt, elc., efe.—says the Stra, Oor- 
tain acts have their fruition appearing immediately; e g., the 
actions of cookiny and milking ; the results of these, in the 
form of Rice and Milk, appear immediately after the acts. 
Other acts again have their fruition after some time; e. g., the 
actions of ploughing and sowing ; the results of these appear 
after some time, not immediately after the acts, in the form 
of the harvest. The Agnihotra laid down in the text ‘the 
Agnthotra should be performed and such other sacrifices are 
also acts; and in regard to these there arises the doubt—Is 
the fruition of these immediate, consisting of the heat 
(emitted by the sacrificial fire) or some such thing ?—or is 
their fruition such as appears at some other time ? 

Sutra (45). 
(Siddhanta.J—Tue FRUITION is NUT IMMEDIATE; BE- 
CAUSE IT is SUCH A8 OAN BE EXPEBIBNOED ONLY AT A LATES TIME. 7 
Says the Parishuddhi—It is not possible that there should be any such doubt 
regarding Fruition in general, as to whether it appears immediately after the act, or 
after the lapse of some time ; for so far as the acts of cooking, eto., are concerned, 
it is already ascertained that their fruition is immediate; and in regard to the act of 
Agnihojra, etc., also, it is already kuown that its fruition comes only after the 
lapse of some time. But what gives rise to the doubt is the very fact of the 
Agnihofra, eto., being actions, involving the effort of an intelligent agent; and inas- 
much as it is found that the activities of intelligent beings are of both kinds—suime 
having their fruition immediately and others after the lapse of time, there is nothing 
to show for certain to waich of the two classes the action of Aguihoßra belongs. 


+ This Safra is not found in the Nydyasdchinibandha; and the Tétparya calls 
it‘ Bhagya’. Vishvanätha treats it as ‘Sutra’, and it is found in the Puri Sätra 
Ms, as also in Sūtra Mase. C. and D. 

The Sidghanfa embodied in the Sdfra is in answer to the Pärvarabta that it is 
uot necessary to assume any ia visible superphysical results for Agnihotra, etc., since 
we find them bringing about the immediate result in the shape of Fame, eto.— 
Vishvandtha. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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(Su. 45). 
Bhagya on Sü. (45). 
[P. 218, Ll. 1-2.] 


Heaven is the result mentioned in the scriptures; and 
the attainment uf Heaven accrues only to another body, 
which comes after the present boly has been destroyed ; 
and ‘in the case of actions done with a view to the acquiring 
of landed property also we find that the result does not 
' appear immediately after the actions have been done. 


Varfika on Su (45. 
(P. 487, L. 17 to P. 488, L. 5.] 
The fruition is not immediate olr., elc.—says the Niifra. 
Heaven is the resalt mentioned in the scrip- 
tures; and an action enjoined in the Veda 
can never be fruitless ; nor is the performer of the Agnihofra 
ever found to undertake its performance simply with a desire 
for obtaining heat from the fire; from all this it follows that 
from the contact of the Mind with the Soul,—which follows 
after the performanve of the sacrificial acts, and which is 
aided by the presence of pure intentions, —there appears 
in the Soul Dharma, Merit; and this Merit, having its 
potency untrammelled, when aided by suitable conditions of 
time, eto., brings about the result (in the form of Heaven); 
and it ia only when the present body has fallen off, and the 
Soul becomes equipped with another body, that the said 


result appears, and not immediately after the performance of 
the act. 


Vir: P, 488, 


Sura (46). 
OS, n. Tak FRUITION CANNOT APPEAB AT Ax- 


OTHER TIME; AS THR CAUSE THEREOF WILL HAVE ORASED TO 
EXisT.” 


o Puri Ms. B. reads mrri which wonld mean that—‘in the case of the 
actiors done by wen still in the meshes cf ignorance.’ But in view of what follows 
later on in the BMM SEN holSpthscreading bbithmpkinteltet is better, 
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So. (46.) 
Bhagya on Sd. (46) 
LP. 218, Ll. +5.] 


“The actual action (the sacrificial performance) having 
ceased to exist, the result of that action could not come 
about, in the absence of its cause (in the shape of the action) ; 
for as a matter of fact, no effect is ever found to be produced 
out of a cause that has ceased to exist.” 

Varfike on Sd. (46.) 


“The fruition, eto., etc—says the Süfra. What is 
declared is that the result of the sacrificial act appears in 
another body, long after the sacrificial oblation has ceased 
to exist, and also after the present body has been destroyed ; 
—but this is not right; as nothing can be produced out of a 


cause that has ceased to exist.” 
Sülra (47). 


[ Answer.J—PRIoR TO THE ACTUAL ACCOMPLISHMENT 
OF THE FRUITION THEBE WOULD BB SOMETHING (IN THA 
SHAPE OF AN INTERMBDIARY), JUST AS THERE 18 IN THK CASE 


UF THE FRUIT OF TREKS. 


Sa. (47). 
Bhagya on Sd. (47). 
P. 218, L. 7 to L. 18.] 


The man who desires fruits renders such services to the 
tree as pouring water at its root, and so forth; and it is only 
after the actual act of watering has ceased to exist that the 
earth-particles (under the tree’s roots become lumped to- 
gether by the particles of water, and becoming heated with 
the heat underground, they produce a juicy substance; this 
juicy substance, as modified by the heat, comes into contact 
with the tree and, in a peculiarly modified form enters into it 
and produces the leaf eto., and the fruit; —in this manner the 
actioa of watering is fruitful, aad yet the result does nop 


quite follow froma.canspothatbaranrely.cagied to exist. 
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In the same manner actions produce (in the Soul) a faculty 
in the shape of Dharma-Agharma, Merit-Demerit; and this 
faculty, after being produced, comes to be helped by other 
causes and thus brings about the result at a later time. This 
is what we have already explained under Sd. 3-2-60, where it 
has been shown that ‘the body comes into existence on account 
of the continuity of the results of previous deeds.’ 


Vartika on Sd. (47.\ 
[P. 488, L. 10 to L. 18.] 


Prior to the actual accomplishment, ete., etc.—says the 
Safra. We do not say that the effect is produced from a 
cause that has ceased to exist; what we do say is that by the 
action in the shape of the offering of the Agnihotra libations 
Dharma, Merit, is produced in the manner described, 
and from this Merit follows the result. Just as the man 
desiring fruits does the acts of watering the roots of the tree 
and so forth, but the fruit cannot be produced out of the act 
of watering that has ceased to exist; and what actually 
happens is that the act of watering having been done, it 
comes to be inffuenced by the Karma or destiny of the 
man who would eat the fruits of the tree, and affects the 
particles of earth which being thus lumped together become 
heated with the heat underground and produce a juicy sub- 
stance ; this juicy substance directly permeates the tree till 
its fruits appear ; and it is thus that the leaves and fruits are 
brought about. Such being the case, it is clear that the ac 
complishment of tlie fruit does not follow from the watering 
that has ceased to exist, nor is the watering useless. 

Bhagya on Sü, (48). 
LP. 218, L. 18 to P. 214, L. 2. 
Parvapakga. 

Says the Opponent— 

“ PRiog TO {Ts ACCOMPLISHMENT, THE ACCOMPLISHED 

FRUITION (RERA) OANN OR BV AUTERR oft) NON-RXISTENT, 
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(B) OR EXISTENT, (o) OB BXISTENT-NON-EXISTENT ; BECAUSE 
‘EXISTENT? AND ‘NON-EXISTENT? ARB TOTALLY DISSIMILIAR. “ 
(St. 48). 


(a) A thing that is liable to be accomplished (produced) 
could not be non-existent, before its production; because of 
the restriction in regard to the material cause of things; 
that is, as a matter of fact, for the bringing about of a 
certain product (the Jar, eg.) it is only one particular 
material (Clay) that is brought in; and it is not that any and 
every material is brought in for the making of all things ; 
thore could not be this limitation or restriction (in the form 
that one product is produced out of only one material sub- 
stance, und not from all substances), if the product were 
absolutely non-ewistent (before its production). t” 


(b) “ Nor could the thiug be ewistent (prior to its produc- 
tion); because if the thing already exists, before it is brought 
about, there could not (need not) be a further ‘ production ’ 
of that same thing.” | 


(o) “Nor could the thing be both esistent and non- 
existent; because ‘rwistent’ and ‘ non-existent’ are totally 
dissimilar : the term existent’ afirme a thing, while the term 
non · existent denies it; and it is this mutually contradictory 
character that is spoken of as ‘dissimilarity’ (in the Sūtra); 
and because of this fact their being contradictories, no co- 
existence of them is possible.“ 


The question going to be discussed now is whether the Fruition or Result 
of Acts is something that, prior to ite being brought about, was~(1) already 
existent, or (2) non-existent, or (3) both existent and non-existent, or (4) 
neither existent nor non-existent. The Purvapakga propounded in the Sifra is 
that no one of these alternatives is possible, hence there can be no such thiug as 
the ‘fruition of actions.—Tafparya. 


The fourth of these alternatives is fuund iu the Vurgiku, uot in the Safra 
or in the Bhdgyz. In this Safra also Dr. Satish Chandra Vidyabhiigana finds a 
reference to the Madhyamikd-Sifras. 


T The very fact that it is only out of Clay that the Jar is produced, clearly 
shows that the Jar already exists in the Clay. . Satkhyakiwikd, 9— 
t Upadanagrahan@dwnidaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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Varfika on St. (48). 
P. 488, L. 19 to P. 489, L. 9.) 

“ Prior to its accomplishment, the Result cunnot be &o. &c. 

(A) 4 thing that is liable to be produced’ could not be 
nun-esistent before its production, because of tha restriction in 
regard to the miterial rausa of things; the non-existence (of the 
product, prior to its production) being common to all things, 
there could be no explanation of tbe restriction that certain 
products are produced out of certain causes only (and not 
out of all).“ | 

(B) “Nor could the product be evistent, prior to its 
production ; for the production of what is already existent, 
would be an absurdity ; it is a contradiction in terms to speak 
of a thing as existent and yet as produced.“ 

(C) “Nor could the product be both existent and none 
evistent ; as existence and ‘non-existence’ are totally dis- 
similar; existe 1de affirms a thing, while non-existence ’ 
denies it; and there can be no co existence between afirma- 
tion and denial ; hegce the product could not be both existent 
and non-eaistent.” 

(D) “ Nor, lastly, could the product be neither existent nor 
non-ewistent; for the exact nature of such a product could 
never be determined ; it is impossible to indicate the preciso 
character of such a product (as is neither existent nor none 


existent). . 
Blidgya on Sü. (19). 
[P. 214, L. 2.] 

Sigg hanfa. | 

The truth of the matter is that prior to being produced, 
the thing to be produced was non-existent,—“ How so“ — 

Sutra (49). 
Bras WS PEROIVS THB PRODUCTION AS W- L 48 

DESTRUCTION (oF THINGS).e (SO. 49.) | 
lf a thing is existent, ovon priorto being produced, it means that it ia eternal ; 
and if it is eternal, Darn ẽj produdtipa :brvdeathnationgeigom 
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Ip. 489, L. 9 to P. 490, L. 17. 


Prior to being produced, the thing to be produced is non- 
existent, —this is the truth, i. e., the true view. “ H ow so? 
Because we perceive tha produotion as well us the destruction of 
things—says the Süfra. We find that a thing, not perceived 

' before, comes to be perceived afterwards; and this can be 
possible only in the event of a thing being produced which 
was non-ewistent (before being produced); we find also the 
‘destruction’ of the thing, when we cease to perceive the 
thing that was perceived before. All this could not be pos- 
sible for him who regards all things as eternal; according to 
the theory that prior to being produced, the thing is wis tent 
there can be neither production nor ~“ destruction’; and 
he who denies the ‘ production’ and ‘destruction ’ of things 
will have to renounce all worldly activity. Because, when 
a man undertakes an activity, for what purpose does he do it ? 
Well, he does it with such motives as ‘I shall obtain this,— 
I shall get rid of that.” True, it is with such motives that 
the man undertakes activities; but for the person who holds 

things to be existent (even before they are pro- 
duced) there cau be nothing to be either obtuined 
or gut rid of. 


Var: P. 490. 


Further, for such a person there would be no use in put- 
ting forward the Proposition and the other factors of the 
inferential reasoning; as he denies the ‘production’ and 
‘destruction of things; and if there is nothing that is either 
produced or destroyed, then there can be no useful purpose 
served by the putting forward of tbe several factors of the 
inferential reasoning [as these are put forward either for the 
production of, or bringing about, right cognition, orthe destruc- 
tion of wrong cognition}. If it be held that—“ it is for the 
purpose of bringingeaboutithewonnetientbat all things are 
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existent (even prior to production) (that the factors of the 
inferential reasoning are put forward) ,’—then (our answer 
is that’, since (under the Opponent's theory) the said convic- 
tion would be already ewistent, there would be no use in the 
putting forward of the inferential factors; for when a man 
already possesses a thing, he does not have recourse to the 
causes calculated to bring about that thing. The putting 
forward of the inferential factors would be for the purpose 
of removing ignorance (i. e., doubts and wrong notions).“ 
This also stands on the same footing; and unless there is 
something new produced in the man, his ignorance does not 
cease. If again it be held that — the bringing in of causes 
is for the purpose of manifesting (the effect), —then we 
ask, what is this ‘manifestation’ that is brought about by 
the cause? If it is an effect, then the allegation involves 
a self-contradiction (on the part of the Parvapaksin'. If 
again, the manifestation ' be held to be some property of the 
effect-—even so the ‘self-contradiction’ does not cease. 
If, thirdly, ‘manifegtation’ means perception (apprehension) 
—then too, since your assertion means that ‘such manifesta- 
tion, i.e., apprehension, in regard to the effect, is produced,’ 
you do not escape from ‘self-contradiction.’ If, fourthly, 
it be held that“ the manifestation of a thing means that it 
has existed till then in the form of the cuuse and it now 
appears in the furm of the produot, —even so the ‘ self- 
contradiction’ remains; for according to this explanation 
‘the appearance in the form of the product’ is something 
that was non-esistent before. If, fifthly, the ‘ manifestation ’ 
be held to be only a particular phase of the cause itself, 
even then, it would mean that this ‘ phase of the cause,’ 
which wus non-ewistent, comes into existence, is produced; 
and this would involve self-oontradiotiou on your part. If, 
in order to meet this difficulty, it be held that the said 
phase of the canaa alee has US ps oeistent,—then the 
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bringing in of the cause can serve no purpose. If, 
sixthly, the ‘manifestation’ be explained as ‘the augmenta- 
tion. (expansion; of the signs (indicatives) of the cause, —then 
our answer is that the expression ‘augmentation of indica- 
tives’ can have no meaning, if there is no coming into 
ewistence of something that did not'exist before; so that in 
this case also the bringing in of the cause would serve no 
purpose; and further, this explanation also would mean 
that ‘the augmentation of indicatives, was non-existent 
before and comes into existence afterwards; so that thus 
also you do not escape from self. contradiotion. Thus it is 
found that in whatever manner ‘ manifestation ’ is explained, 
in every case it militates against the notion that the product 
is existent (even before its production). 


Bhasya on Sü. (50). 
[ P. 214, L. 4 to L. 8.] 


lt has been alleged (in the Bhāşya on St. 48) by the 
Pu rou puhsin that—“ Prior to its production, the Product is 
not non-existent, because of the restriction in regard to the 
material cause of things; — [the answer to that is as 
follows! 

Sutra (50). 
THat THE PRODUCE IS NON-EXISTENT 18 OLBARLY 

PROVED BY THAT VEY CONCEPTION. (Sa. 50). 

The conception (of restriction in regard to the material 
cause, which the Opponent has cited) is in the form this 
thing, and not all things, is capable of producing this effect ; ’ 
and this conception clearly proves that prior to being produc- 
ed, every effect is known as capable of being produced by a 
particular cause ; and that this conception is correct is shown 
by the fact that the pruduction of the effect is actually in 
accordance with that conception; and in fact it is only on 
the basis of this conception that we can explain the restric- 
tion in regard to the cause of the thing. If, on the other 
hand, the product is already existent, prior to being produc- 
ed, then thereowandeaweuchshiag asyitss'garoduction ' [s0 
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that there could be no couception at all in regard to its being 
produced out of only a particular material cause |.* 
Vartika on St. (50. 
[P. 490, P. 17 to P. to P. 494, L. 4.] 


It has been alleged that—*“ prior tu its production the product 
is not non-esistent, because there is restriction in regard to 
the mutsriul cause of things; and the answer to this is that 
that the product is non-ewistent &o. &o.—says the Safra. As 
a matter of fact, the restriction in regard to the material 
cause of things is due, not to the fact of the thing being 
already existent, but to its potentiality ; the 
idea (involved iu the said restriction) being 
that—' this effect is capable of being produced out of this 
cause, aud it is not cupuble of being produced out of another; 
and it is only when a man has conceived of the thing in this 
fashion (as something capable of bein brought into existence) 
that he brings in, for the productiou of that thing, such a 
Cause as ia capable of producing it; and no one brings. in 
all cu uses for the production of all tnings; and this fur the 
simple reason that ull things are never found to be produced 
out of all things. 


Further, what the Pirvapakgin admits is that there is 
a certain restriction in regard to certain things being the 
causes of certain effeots, - and he admits this on the basis of 
the restriction that is foand in regard to the actual produo- 
tion of things and also of that which is found in regard to 
the products (as pertaining to certain causes); but while 
admitting all this, he has got to explain the exact significa- 
tion of the terms ‘cause’ and effect; what is it that is 


Vår. P. 491. 


The very conception that a thing is produced only out of a certain cause 
proves that before being produced that thing must be non-existent. The weaver 
takes up the yarus with the idea ~‘ the Cloth shall be produced out of this uud not 
that ‘tho Cloth is here already; for ia the latter case, why should he put forth 
any effort to bring) into existed dethe! Orth whieh fad hdd exter? 
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meant by ‘cause?’ and what is it that is meant by effect? 
“ Well, that which does or brings about a thing is the 
rausa, while that which is done or brought about is the 
effect.” But if it is the ‘manifestation’ (of the thing) 
that is brought about (for the thing itself being already 
axistent, could not be brought abont), then this becomes open 
to the objectious already pointed ont above But even 
in connection with evistent things we find the root karofi, 
‘to do, being used; 4.9. in such expressions as keshdn 
kuru’ ‘do the hair,’ yris han kuru,’ ‘do the flour. 
But these examples do not serve your purpose; for in the 
case of the doing of hair, that which is done, or brought about, 
is a peculiar dressing of the already existing hair, and this 
peculiar dressing is something that is not already existent ; 
similarly in the case of the doing of the flour, what is done 
is the removul of dirt out of the existent flour, and this 
removal of dirt is something not already existent; so that 
there is not a single thing which we ever find as being the 
object for the bringing about of which a cause operates. 
Hence the view put forward cannot be right. 


The Opponent might urge— if it is the non-existent 
thing that is brought ahout, then, why is it that the horn 
of the assis not brought about? But who says that the 
ass horn is not brought about ? If there is such a thing as the 
‘ass’ horn’ (and it is only such a thing that could be spoken 
as ‘ass’ horn,’) it is certainly brought about. “ But why 
does the Ass not become the cause of the horn? [why does 
not the horn grow out of the ass’ body?!“ We do not 
kuow why it does not grow out of it; that it does not do so 
we only conclude from the fact that we have never seen a 
horn being produced by the Ass. This also explains the 
case of the hare’s horn.“ The ‘hare’s horn is not brought 
about, not because it is non-existent, but because there is no 
cause that oouldbriag it about // min. fagtpdhedrmon- existence 
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of a thing cannot be treated as a reason for its being brought 
about; what is meant is that since what is already emistent 
cannot he produced, it is the non-reistent thing that is 
produced. Further, when you make the assertion that—‘“‘ the 
Ass’ horn is not produced because it ie non - enistent, — you 
go against your own doctrine : according to you the ass’ horn 
cannot be non-existent ; and according to you, whether a thing 
is ewistent or non-eristent, it is produced if its cause is present | 
And it is thus that for the person who holds the view that all 
effects are existent (even before they are produced) all 
worldly usage comes to an end: For him nothing 1.+10—that 
which is not already existent)—can ever be produced, and 
nothing old—(that which has been existent)—can ever be 
destroyed.’ 

Question.— “ What is the proof for the view that the effect 
(prior to production) is non-evistent ? ” 

Answer.——Proof there can not be, either for the eaistance 
or the non-existence of things; thereis Inference only when there 
is no difference of opinion in regard to the thing in question.“ 
‘Whereupon then is there the quarrel (if there is agreement 
in regard to the thing itself? The quarrel is in regard to 
the properties (exact nature) of that thing in regard to which 
both parties are agreed. So that in the case in question, the 
yarns being the things admitted and agreed upon by both 
parties, it is in regard to these (the exact nature of these, in 


rr TL y 
This sentence, according to the Tatparya, should be construed an ꝙ awe T 


ed (maranaka) ifa uf HN garaf. The idea underlying the 
question of. the Opponent is that if the thing, which would be the subject of 
any Inference that the Sidghantin might put forward, is non-existent, it cannot 
form the subject’ of any Inference at all; so that every Inference in regard 
to it wonld be ashraydsiddha, Brseless. 

The anawer anticipates this difficulty and meaus that uo Inferential reason- 
ing i» possible in support ef either existence or non-éevistence ; for an ivierential 
reasoning is posible only if the ‘abject’ is admitted by both parties; and so long 
an there is no agreement in regard to the thing itself, there can be no inferential 
teseoning put forwaribbycaitherpattps://www.holybooks.com 
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relation to the Cloth) that several theories are propounded : 
(a) One party asserts that the Oloth is only i. e. uon- 
different from) the yarn ; (b) others hold that the Cloth is the 
yarns arranged in a certain form; (e) a third party alleges 
that it is the yarns alone that appear in the form of the pro- 
duct (cloth); (d) according to others, one character-(of the 
yarns) disappears and another appears; (e) while according 
to a fifth party the O/oth is only the yarns entowed with a 
peculiar potency. (a) Among these several theories,—in 
answer to the first, all that is necessary is to prove that the 
Cloth is different from the more yarns; and this has been 
already done (in Adh. II). (b) As regards those who hòld 
that the O/uth is only the yarns arranged in a particular form, 
against them we have the following argument: — Prior to 
the time that the Cloth is actually perceived (as a finished 
product), the yarns were devoid of that particular form,. 
because they are the cause of the Cloth, — like the Loom, eto. 
[This shows that the Cloth is something different from the 
yarns}. (o) and (d) This same argument also disposes of 
the view that the yarns themselves appear in the form of the 
product ; as also the view that there is disappearance of one 
character and appearance of another. (e) The person who 
asserts that the Cloth is only the yarns endowed with a 
peculiar potency (admits that prior to the causal operation 
bringing about the Cloth, the yarns have existed as endowed 
with another potency and . hence) does not militate against 
anything; and hence we do not put forward any argument 
against this view. In fact, what is asserted in the statement 
that the Cloth is the yarns endowed with a peculiar potency ’ 
is exactly the same that has been asserted by the Sigg hanf in 
in the statement — That the product is nan-existent is clearly 
proved ‘by that very conception ’ (Sü. 50). Under every one 


a une fap vie raced glitarentiitgs QT holy books. om 
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of the (first four) theories mentioned, it is impossible to have 
the notion of the ‘ Cloth’ without the production of something 
that did not exist before; and as such the ‘ self-contradiction ’ 
involved in them cannot be.escaped. | 7 


(The Piroapukgia puts forward an argument in support 
of the theory that the Product is existent even prior to its 
productionJ—“ What really happens (in the case of the Cloth) 
is that the yarns serve the purpose of manifesting that (Cloth) 
which already exists ; and it is for thia reason that they are 
brought in by the person who waats the Cloth ; just as the 
spade (is brought in by the person who wants the water 
hidden underground, which is manifested, or brought into 
view, by the spade).“ 

But this manifestation’ of the existeut thing must be 
something that was non-existent before; and just as the non- 
existent ‘ manifestation’ is brought into existence so may also 
the non-existent product he brought into existence. All this 
has been fully explained before. 

Further, the Piroupakgin has put forward (in Bhagya on 
Si. 48) the reason—“ because of the restriction in regard to 
the material cause of things.” — But the material cause is a 
cause ; and if the product is already existent, we do not see 
what purpose could be served by any cause; this objection, 
whioh we have urged before, remains still in force. Then, 
as regards the corroborative iustauce of the spade, eto., 
that you have cited,—the fact is that the spade is brought in, 
not for the purpose of the water, but for the purpose of re- 
moving the incrustation (over the water); and this ‘removal of 
the incrustation is a sort of disjuuction and comes iato ex- 
istence after having been non-eristent; so that your corrobora- 
tive instance is not what it is meant to be. If the Opponent does 
not admit that there is disjunction (in the case of the digging 
out of water), -Sdhen;natadmitting,\ceajuaction; he should be 
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asked to explain how the notion of ‘ disjunction’ comes in 
(when one is digging the earth). He might explain that the no- 
tion of ‘ disjunction ’ is due to mere non-contact (between the 
buckets of earth dug out and the pit). But this ‘ non-contact ' 
-a) is it merely absence of cuntuct ? or (b) something other 
than contact? What do you mean?” (u) If ‘non-contact ’ 
is only absence of contact, then you have to explain whence 
this absence comes about. If there is a cause that brings 
about the contrary of the ‘contact ’,— then it is just this that 
is called ‘ Disjunction’; so that itis not true that there is 
no such tbing as Disjunctiou; for we have already explained 
that what is denied in one place exists in another place.“ 
Further, there are two kinds of non - contact (1)—in which 
there is no touching at all, and (2) in which there is a going 
asunder of what were touching before; and this latter is 
what is called Disjunction, and it is this disjanction that is 
brought about by means of the «pude &. (8) If on the 
other hand, non-contact’ be held to be something other than 
contact,—this also will be of two kinds; and hence this 
view also will be open to the aforesaid objections. If (in 
view of the above difficulties) the Opponent holds ‘ Dis- 
junction’ to consist in the two things being produced in sep- 
arate places [and ‘ Conjunction’ to consist in the two things 
being produced clase to each other, neither Conjunc- 
tion’ nor Disjunction’ being regarded as quality],—then 
our answer is that, in view of the qualified expression being 
in the form, ‘ these two things have been produced in separate 
places ,—‘ Disjunction’ cannot consist merely in the two 
things being produced in separate places; in Fact, the 

Contact or ‘Conjunction ’, being a quality, can be destroyed either by the 
destruction of the substance t» which it belongs, or by the appearance of a 
contrary quality; in the case in question we do not find any destruction either 
of theencrusting layers of earth, or of the water; so that there must be the 


appearance of some quality contrary to contact ; and it is just such a quality that 
is called ‘ Disjunctionalfadparyam https:/www.holybooks.com 
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qualification ‘produced’ is applied: tothe thing that is 
produced ;—the qualification ‘separate’ is applied on the 
basis of things occupying differéut points in space ;— the 
qualification ‘ disjoined is applied by virtue of the things 
being disconnected ;—all these several distinct causes or 
bases of the notions of diversity are inferred from the diversity 
in the notions themselves; and the three terms, separated ’, 
‘produced’ and ‘disjoined,’ are not synonymous terms. 
(So that the notion of things being ‘disjoined’ cannot be 
due to their being produced in. separate places, as held by 
the Opponent]. Further, (in course of our refutation of the 
momentary character of things) we have already refuted 
the view that the two things (on being disjoined) are pro- 
duced in separate places; hence for this reason also Disjunc- 
tion’ cannot consist merely in the two things being produced 
in separate places. 


“ As a matter of fact,” says the Opponent, Disjunction 
itself is only momentary, hence it is not possible for any 
cognition of Disjunction to appear.“ It is not so; for the 
time during which the cognition of Disjunction appears is 
that which is taken up (1) by the manifestation of the com- 
munity (to which the particular Disjunction belongs) and 
(2) by the destruction of conjunction; that is, when the Dis- 
junction is produced by its cause, first it manifests (renders 
perceptible) the Community (to which it belongs), and after 
| this Community has been rendered perceptible, 
it briugs about the coguition of the Disjunction 
itself, then it destroys the previous conjunction, —and after 


Var P. 494. 


— ——— — — 


The oognition of Disjunction conid be possible only if if it continued to exist 
long enough to allow of the functioning of either Perception or some other means 
ot cognition. Since however it exists ouly for oue momeut, uo such functioning 
is'poesible ; and hence no cognition. 

t. This, says the Ta{parya, is according la the view j that the specific coguition 


of every particular thihg must be preceded by the cognition of the community to 
which it belongs. Downloaded from https. //. holyboos. oom 
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the destruction of this conjunction, when there comes into- 
existence another conjunction of the things concerned Jas, 
when the two rams striking against each other, repeatedly], 
the Disjunotion is itself destroyed. Thus then, inasmuch 
as Disjunction is found to exist for several moments, it is not 
right to say that it is destroyed as soon as it comes into 
existence. 


From all this is follows that it is the (previously) non- 
ewistent tiring that is produced (by causes). 


Sura (51). 


(Objection | —“T HE REORPTAOLES BEING DIFFERENT [IN 
THR OASE OF THB FRUITION OF ACTS], IT is NOT RIGHT TO 
ARGUB THAT IT is LIKE TEE FRUITION OF TREES, — 
(Su. 51). 
Bhagya on Sü. (51). 
[P. 214, L.L. 10-11,] 


“(In the case of the fruition of trees] it is found that the 
services rendered, in the shape of the watering of the roots 
and so forth, as well as the fruition, both are in the tree 
itself,—hoth have the same tree for their receptacle; [in the 
case of the fruition of actions] on the other hand, the action 
occurs in the present body, while the fruition appears in the 
next body; so that there being a difference in the receptacles, 
what has been urged (in Sd. 47 does not prove anything at 
all (in regard to the sacrificial acts being the cause of fruition, 
in the shape of Heaven &c.).” 


Vartika on Sd. (51). 


LP. 394, Ll. 6-8.] | l 

The receptacles being different &o. &c.—The action of 
watering the roots and the fruition, in the shape of leaves 
and fruits, both appear in the tree; while the aots (of sacti- 
fice &o.) are doneainctha presoniviedyoandrntheir fruition 
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(in the shape of Heaven) appears in the next body; so that 
there being a difference in the receptacles, the instance of 
the ‘ fruition of trees’ is not applicable at all.“ 
Süfra (52). 
(Answer ].— IxasMUOH as Happiness SUBSISTS IN THR 
Sool, THE OBJECTION HAS NO FOROB AT ALL. (Sù. 52). 


Bhagya on Sd. (52). 
LP. 214, Ll. 13-14. ] 

Happiness, being perceptible to the Soul, subsists in the 
Soul; action also,—in the form known as Dharma,’ Merit 
—subsists in the Soul,—as Dharma is a quality of the 
Soul; thus then, there is no possibility of receptacles being 
different. : 
Vartiks on St. (52). 

[P. 494, LI. 10-11]. 

Inasmuch as Happiness &c. &. What the Sira means 
is that it is not true that there is difference in the recep- 
tacles ;-the act subsisting in the same substratum as the 
fruition of the act. 

. Sutra (63). 
[OMection—“ Wat HAS BEEN JUST SAID is NOT 

TRUE; As [THE OBTAINING or] Son, Wire, Catrie, Crota- 

ING, GoLD, Foop AND SUOH THINGS ARE MENTIONED AS 

THE FRUIT (or acts). (SQ, 53). 


Bhasya on SA. (53). 
(P. 214, Ll. 16-17.] 


“As a matter of fact, what is mentioned as the fruit’ 
is the obtaining of such things as the son &3, and not 
Happiness; we have such assertions as— one who desires 
landed property should perform this sacrifice, one who 
desires a son should perform that sacrifice’ and so forth, 
So that the assertion (under Sü. 52) that Happiness’ is the 
fruit of actions is not true. 


% Heaven’, which is the result of sacrificial acts, is only a form of Happiness ; 
and Happiness subsists in the Soul, not in the Body; and the Soul remaius the 
same through thésevereblieesfrom https://www.holybooks.com 
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Vartika on Sd. (53). 
[P. 494, L.L. 14-15]. 

“What has been just said is not true, &o. &o.—What is 
mentioned as the ‘fruit’ is the Son and such things; and 
certainly the Sor does not subsist in the Soul.” 

Shira (54). 
° Answer.—JNASMUCH AS THE REAL FRUITION RE- 

SULTS FROM CONNECTION WITH THE THINGS MENTIONED, 

11 Is ONLY INDIKKOTLY (FIGURATIVELY) THAT THESS 

LATTER AkR SPOKEN OF ASTRE ‘¥FRUIT’.—(SQ, 54). 

Bhiasya on Sd. (54). 
[P. 215, Ll. 2-3.] 

As a matter of fact the real fruition, in the shape of 
Happiness, results from connection with the son, wife, &., 
and it is for this reason that these latter are regarded, or 
spoken of, only indirectly, as ‘fruit’; just as food is 
(indirectly) spoken of as Life,’ in such statements as Food 
is life itself.“ 

Vartika on SG. (54). 
[P. 494, L. 17 to P. 495, L. 2.) 

Inasmuch as the real fruition & o, &. - As a matter 
of fact, from tho connection of such things as the Son and 
like follows Happiness, which isthe real ‘fruition’; and 
the it is only by reason of being the cause of Happiness that 
the Son and others come to be spoken of as- fruit.“ Just as 
by reason of Life being sustained by Food, 
food comes to be spoken of as ‘life’. That 
such usage is merely figurative or indirect we infer from the 
fact that in reality Food is not Life, and yet people make use 
of such expressions (which can be explained only on the 
basis of the assumption that the language is figurative]. 


Var, P. 405. 


End of Section (12). 


Downloaded from https.//www.holybooks.com 
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Section (13). 
[Stitrae 55— 58.) 


Fzamination of the nature of Pain. 
Bhasya on Sa. (55). 


P. 215, L. 4 10 P. 216 L. 4] 


After ‘ Fruition’ (in SG. 1-1-9) is mentioned Pain’; and 
this has been defined (in St. 1-1-21) as that which is 
connected with annoyance is Pain’. But now the question 
is raised “ Does the Siddhantin mean to totally deny such 
a thing as Pleasure, which is felt by every personality ? 
or does he mean something else? . 


# Question—" What is it that has to be axa mined in the present section ? No one 
denies that there is such a thing ae Puin ; nor is there any doubt as to its being a thing 
to be got rid of ; it might be useful to examina whether it is eternal or not; but it 
has already been established, in course of our refutation of the ductrine that all 
things are eterual ; what canses pain is also well kaown to be euch things as ths 
serpent, the thoro and so forth; Activity bas been fully examined, as also its 
Effecte, in the form of Birth &o, ; and how the cessation of the cause leads to 
the cessation of its effects has been shown under BA. 1-1-2. What then has remained 
uninvestigated, for the sake of which the prevent section has been taken up? 


Answer Pain has been defined as that which is connected with annoyance ; 
by aunoyance here is meant the feeling of annoyance ; and thie according to the 
Siddhanta, includes, not only Pain an lits causes, but Pleasure also. If this is duly 
realised, then there ie no room for the question put by the, Parvapaksin ; but he has 
put the question in view of the primary meaning of the term ‘annoyance,’ which 
is restricted to Pain only.—Puriehudghi, 


The sense of the Parvapaksa has been thus expounded in the Tafparya : 
“ Weadmit that Puin is that which ls connected with annoyance ; but that which is 
experieuced by every personality es Pleasure, that cert.inly could not be regarded 
as Pain ; as this would be contrary to experience. As regards the Body and the 
senee-organs & ,—if they are to be regarded as Pain because they are the 
Source of Pain, they may be regarded as Pleasure also, as being the source 
of Pleasure. In fact the timidity involved in the idea of regarding everything 
as paia is likely to strike at the root of all worldly usage. As a matter of fact, 
when a man eats meat, he removes all the bones and hence does not suffer the 
pain that might be due to the bones; similarly a wise man will enjoy 
Pleasure only, taking care to avoid all that may be likely to bring pain. v. . It is in 
view of all this tliatvthodacbagarkyhithas pot che,. om 
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Our answer is that the meaning of the Sigdhantin is 
something different. Why soF It is not possible to 
totally deny Pleasure, to whose existence testimony is borne 
by all men. The teaching (of the Sidghanfa) that Pleasure 
should be looked upon as Pain’ is meant for the removal 
of all pain for the persoa who has become disgusted with 
the sufferings caused by the experiences undergone during 
a series of births, and deaths, and is anxious to get rid of 
all similar experiences.“ But by what method (is this 
advice effective)?” The bodies of all livings beings, all 
the regions where people are born, all rebirth, (ull conditions 
of life), every one of these is beset with ‘ annoyance, ’ being— 
inseparable from Pain; and it isin view of this fact that 
the sages have tendered the advice contained in the Sūtra 
Pain is that which is connected with annoyance’ (Sf. 1-1-21); 
and the meaning of this is that all the aforesaid things 
should be looked upon as Pain. Reasons for this view 
are put forward in the following Sara. 


Sutra (55). 
Tue Bata or THE Bony &o. is oN Pain; Because IT 18 
BESET WITH ANNUYANORS, (SO. 55.) 


The term janma’ (in the S#{ra) stands for that which is 
produced, i. e. the Body, the Sense-organa and so forth; and 
the ufpaffi of janma is the coming into existence of the 
Body &c in their various forms. The several annoyances ’ 
are—the least, the medium, and the greatest; the greatest 
‘annoyance’ is of those in hell; the medium is that of the 
lower animals; and the least is that of human beings; of 
the divine beings, as of those who have got rid of all attach- 
ment, it is still dess. When a person perceives that every 
condition of life is beset with annoyance, he becomes confirmed 
in his idea that Pleasure and its causes, in the shape of the 
Body, the sense-organs and cognitions, are all regarded as 
‘Pain’; and when he has come to look upon all these as 


© The F t¢parya explains the expression ' ugpattigth tagui as the regions for 
the acquiring of things, which brings pleasure and pain. 

TIE£ it were possible to obtain pleasure uxmized with pain, no intelligent person 
would ever seek to get rid of it: as a matter of fact however, no such unalloyed 
pleasure is ever met with; hence what the Sidghdnfa means is, not the total 
denial of all Pleasdieybutelskeall Piedsips slioutd tadbdkedkspoans Pain.’ Tafparya. 
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‘pain’, he loses all attachment to all things of the world; 
and after he has harboured this dis-attachment, all his longings 
for worldly things come to au end; and his longings haviag 
come to.an end, he becomes freed from all suffering, just as 
when one understands that by the contact of poison, milk 
becomes poison, he no longer seeks to obtain milk, and 
not obtaining it, does not suffer the pangs of death. 


Vartika on SQ. (55). 
| [P. 495, L 3 to L. 16.) 

After Fruilion d is mentioned ‘ Pain,’ ant this has been define 
ed us ‘that which is connected with annoya nge is pain’; now is it 
meant to deny Pleasure which is felt by all men P Or is the 
meaning something else? Tha answer is that the mauning 
is different ;—why ?—hecauss it is not possible to totally deny 
Pleasure to whose existence testimony is borne by all man. The 
present teaching, that all things should bs looked upon as 
‘Pain,’ is for the benefit of that person who has become 
disgusted with the sufferings caused by the experiences of 
long-continued series of births and deaths ; the motive of the 
teaching being to make the person look upon all things as 
‘ pain’, and looking\upon them as such to become disattached 
from them, and having become disattached, to become 
released. In what manner is he to look upon all things 
as Pain?” It has been declared by the sages tbat— all 
bodies of living beings, all rebirth, and every condition of 
life, being intermingled with Pain, is Pain.“ The said con- 
tomplation of all things as Pain has been taught; the follow: 
ing St{ra provides reasons for the same: The birth of the Body 
Ko., §c.—eays the Si/ra. * Janma’ here stands for thet which 
is produced,—i.e,, the Body, the Sense-organs and Cognitions ; 
‘birth’ stands for the coming into existence of the Body &c; the 
uf paffi', birth, of ‘Juama’ things produced,’ is what is 
meant, by the birth of the Body, gc.’ The ‘annoyance’ is 
of various kinds—least, medium aod greatest. ‘The rest is 
clear in the Bikitgyaaded from https:/Avww.holybooks.com 
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Bhasya on Sd. (56). 
LP. 216, L. 4 to L. 9. 

The teaching that all things should be looked upon as 

‘ Pain’ is not meant to be a denial of Pleasure; Why? 
Ir 18 NoT so; Because PR ASU RE ALSO 18 ACCOMPLISH- 
ED DURING INTRRVALS.@ (Sü. 56.) 

By the teaching that all things should be looked upon 
as Pain, it is not meant that there is no such thing as 
‘Pleasure’ at all; Why? Because Pleasure also ix accomplish. 
ed during intervals; that is, as a matter of fact, in the 
intervals of ‘annoyances,’ Pleasure is actually accomplished 
and experienced by all living beings; and hence it cannot be 
denied entirely. 

Varlika on Si. (56). 


IP. 405, L. 16 to L. 20.] 


It is with the view explained above that we have the 
teaching that all things should be looked upon as ‘Pain’; 
and it does not mean that there is no such thing as ‘ Pleasure ’ 
It cannot mean so; because Pleasure also Sc. Sce.—says the 
Sitra. 

Inasmuch as in the intervals of annoyances, we actually 
perceive Pleasure being accomplished (we cannot possibly 
deny the existence of Pleasure). 


Bhagya on SH, (57). 
LP. 216, L. 9 to L. 19.] 
Further,. i 
THERE Is No DENIAL [or Pueasure]; BECAUSE [ALL 
THAT IS MEANT 18 THAT] INASMOCA AS THE MAN EXPERIENO- 
ANG PLEASURE is OPPRESSED WITA THE FRAILTY OF LONGING, 
THERE is NO CESSATION OF ANNOYANOB FoR HIM. (Si. 57.) 
' The ‘non-denial’ (in the Stra) is meant to be that of 
Piearure—by the teaching that it should be looked upon as 
‘ Pain’; that such is the meaning of the Sara is clear from 


0 ț is the reading of the Nydydeatchinibangha, of the Sigra-Mas, O. and 
D. as also in Vish vahouthatn N from Tito Puki Sit taokfem oteadoiee here. 
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the context. ‘Longing '—is wish, the enger desire for ace 
quiring a thing; and the ’ frailty of this longing is as 
follows:—when the man experiences pleasure from a certain 
thing, he desires that thing,—and sometimes the desire is 
not fulfilled, or if fulfilled, it is fulfilled only in part, or is 
fulfilled in such form as is beset with obstacles ;—and from 
this ‘ frailty of longing’ there arise various kinds of mental 
suffering; so that tie man experiencing pleasure, being op- 
pressed with the frailty of longing, there is no cessation of an- 
noyance for him;—and it is because there is no cessation of 
annoyance that it has been taught that Pleasure should be 
looked upon as ‘Pain’. It is for this reason that Birth is 
‘pain,’ and not because there is no pleasure at all. This 
is the idea that has been expressed in the following verses :~ 


(1) ‘For the man who desires a desirable thing, as soon 
as that desire is fulfilled, another desire quickly besets 
bim. 

(2) Even though a man obtains the entire sea · girt Earth, 
along with all cows and horses, that seeker after wealth does 
not become satisfied with that wealth; what pleasure, then, 
can there be for one who desires wealth?! 


_ Varfika on Sù. (57). 
Cp. 495, L. 20 to P. 496, L. 9.] 


For the following reason also, there can be no denial of 
Pleasure &o. &o,,—says the Stra. Inasmuch 
as when a man goes through his experiences 
and finds out that such and such a thing brings pleasure, 
and such others bring pain, he tries to acquire those that 
bring pleasure and to get rid of those that bring pain; and 
when he tries to obtain the things that bring pleasure, there 
come upon him several kinds of mental sufferings; and it is 
on account of the experiencing of these sufferings that all this 
is called Pain „—and not because there is no such thing as 
‘Pleasure.’ It is exactly this idea that has been express. 
ed by the sagodunthecfullawing / vansbatyboOl. com 


Var: P. 496. 
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' for ‘the man who desires a desirable thing, an soon aa 
that desire is fulfilled, another desire quickly besets im 


and so forth. 
Sũ/ra (58). 


‘ALSO BEOAUSE THERE ARE SEVERAL KINDS oF PAIN 
| WHICH PROPLE WRONGLY REGARD AS PLEASURR ;—({SQ, 58). 


i . Bhagya on Sd. (58). 
[P. 217, L. 1 to L. 13.] 


‘we have the instruction that Pleasure should be regarded as 
Pain’ (these words complete the sentence of the Safra). 
The ordinary man, addicted to pleasure, regards 
Pleasure as the highest end of man, and feels that there is 
nothing better than Pleasure; and hence when Pleasure has 
been attained, he feels happy and-contented, feeling that all 
he had to attain had been attained’; and under the influence 
of illusion, he becomes attached to the Pleasure, as, also to the 
things that bring about its aceomplishment ; becoming 80 ate 
tached, he makes an attempt:to obtain the pleasure; and while 
he is trying for it, there come down upon him several kinds 
of Pain, in the form of birth, old age, disease, death, the 
contact of disagreeable things, separation frem agreeable 
thiags, the non-fulfilment of desires and so forth; and yet 
all these several kinds of Pain he regards as Pleasure.” In 
fact Pain is a necessary factor in Pleasure; without suffer - 
ing some pain no pleasure can ba obtained ; hence as leadiag 
to Pleasure, this Pain is regarded by the man- as Pleasure ; 
and such a man, having his mind obssessed by this notion 
of Pleasure, never escapes from metempsychosis, which 
consists of a running series of births and deaths. And it is 
as an antidote of this notion of Pleasure that we have the 
teaching that all this should be looked upon as Pain. 


Birth has been called ‘paig, because of its being beset 
with ‘pain’, and not because there is no such thing as 
Pleagure. | 

Objection :~‘‘ If that is-so, then why is it not said simply 
(in SQ. 55) that ‘Birth is Pain’? When this simple expression 
might have been used, the fact of the Sütra having used the 
expression ‘ Birth is only pain’ shows that the idea meant 
to be conveyediarthatechers fim stowpleaytiverstall,” 
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Answer :—What the emphatic term ‘éva’ ‘only,’ implies 
is that what is laid dowa is conducive to the cessation of 
Birth. How [does the particle serve the purpose of indicat- 
ing the cessation of Birth)?” What it means is that 
Birth is pain, not by its own nature, but by reason of its be- 
ing beset with Pain; and so with Pleasure also | which is 
-* Pain’ because it is intermingled with Pain, and not because 
there is no such thing as Pleasure). This is what is meant 
by the words of the S&ra(55),—and not that in Birth there 
is only Pain (and no Pleasure at all), | 


Vartika on Si. (58). 
[P. 496, L. 11 to P. 497, L. 3]. 

Also because there ore & o. & o. — Says the Süfra. When 
a person makes an effort to obtain Pleasure, and suffers pain 
in the process, he regards that Pain as Pleasure, by reason of 
its forming an accessory to Pleasure; and thus he betakes 
himeelf to it again and again; so that he does not escape 
from the series of births and rebirths. And it is with a view 
to counteract this notion of ‘Pleasure’ that we have the 
teaching that all is Pain.’ If that isso, then, why is it 
not said simply that Birth is Pain? When this was all 
that should have been said, the fact that the Si#ra has used 
the words Birth is only Pain, shows that the idea 
desired to be conveyed is that there is no Pleasure at all.“ 
What is really meant is that even though 
there is Pleasure in the intervals of Pain, such 
Pleasure also is only Pain,~—because it is beset with Pain, and 
not because there is no such thing as Pleasure at all; and 
the emphasising particle ‘éva,’ ‘only,’ is meant to indicate 
the means of putting an end to Birth; what the emphasis 
indicates is the putting an end to Birth; the sense being 
that when one contemplates that ‘all is Pain,’ he does not 
betake himself to things that bring Pain; and not betaking 
himself to those, he becomes released. 


Var: P. 497. 
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Section (14). 
[Stitras 59—68. | 
Ezamination of the Nature of Final Release, 
Bhasya on Sü. (59). 
[P 217, L. 14 to P. 218, L 3.] 


After ‘ Pain,’ Release [has been mentioned and defined}, 
This Release is thus denied (by the Opponent)— 
Su fra (59). 
Pirvapaksa. 
“SINCE THERE 18 CONOATENATION (a) oF DEBTS, 
(b) of ABERRATIONS AND (c) OF ACTIVITY,—-THERE OAN 
BE No RELEASE. — SG. 59). 


(a) Oa account of tha concatenation of debts there can be no 
Release. The ‘ debts’ are thus described (in the Shafapatho, 
Brahmana, 1-7-2-1) — When the Brahmina is bora, he is 
born under three debts: from the debt owing to the Risis 
he becomes freed by leading the life of the Religious Student, 
from the debt owing to the Gods he is freed by the perform» 
ance of sacrifices, and from the debt owing to the Fathers 
he is freed by begetting children; —the ‘concatenation of 
these debts consists in the connection (presence) of acts 
connected with the debts; that it is necessary throughout 
one’s life to perform these acts (towards the clearing of the 
debts) is thus mentioned (in the Veda)— The sacrifices 
known as the Agnihofra and the Darshap@raamdsa should go 
on till old age or death,—it is only by either old age or 
death that one becomes freed from the nedessity of perform- 
ing the said sacrifices .—So that the concatenation of these 
debts persisting (till the man’s old age or death), there is 
no time left for the performance of acts conducive to Release ; 
hence it follows that there can be no Release.” 


“ (b) On account of the concatenation of Aberrations, there 
con be no Release. The man dies beset with aberrations vis. 
Ignoranee, Egoism, Affection, Hatred and Yearning for Life], 
and he is born beset with aberrations; and he is never found 
to be absolutely free from the concatenation of these aberrations 
[From which it follows that he can never be free from Births 
and Deaths; it»ythereicam bepxovReleage)}is.com 
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(c) On account of the concatenation of Activity there can 
be no Release. From birth till death, man is never found to 
be absolutely free from the“ operating of Speech, Mind and 
Body.’ From this it follows that the assertion made (in 
Si. 1-1-2) to the effect that. there is a cessation of each 
member of the following series —Pain, Birth, Activity, Defect 
and Wrong Notion,—the cessation of that which follows 
bringing the annihilation of that which precedes it, and this 
ultimately leads to Release, —is not true.“ 


Vartika on Süd. (59). 
[P. 497, L. 4 to L. 113] 


After the mention of ‘ Pain’ comes Release; and this 
is thus denied by the following Sütra:— Since there is con- 
ontenation &., Sc. (a) Since there is concatenation of Debts 
there can be no Release ; ‘ concatenation ’ means the necessity 
of having to act up to them continuously ; the man is never 
freed from this concatenation of Debts, from birth till death. 
(b) Since there is concatenation of Aberrations there can be no 
Itelease; the man is born beset with aberrations and he dies 
beset with aberrations. (c) Since there is concatenation of 
Activity there can be no Release; since there is no time ab 
which the man does not do some act or the other.” 


Bhégya on Sü. (60). 
[P. 218, L. 8 to P. £21, L. 8.] 
Siddhanta. 

Our answer to the above is as follows :—(A) Our answer 
to the argument, that “since there is concatenation of Debts 
&o., &c ,"—is that the term ‘Debt’ (in the texts quoted) 
stands for what is like debt. | : 

Sũ fra (60). 
INASMUCH AS THR WORD CANNOT BB TAKEN IN JTS 

PRIMARY SIGNIFICATION, THE STATEMENT MUST BB TAKEN AS 

A, DESOKIPTION BY MEANS OF A WORD USED IN [TS SECONDARY 

(FIGURATIVE) SIGNIFIOATION ; @PECIALLY AS IT is ONLY THUS 

THAT THE SENSE OF OONDEMNATION AND OOMMENDA® 

TION 18 OBTAINED0ad ¢8 flor6O)ps:/www.holybooks.com 


; BHASYA-VARTIKA 4-1-60 1557 

The word ‘rinaih,’ (in the passage quoted from the 
Shafapotha Brahmans) is not used in its primary sense of 
debt; the word debt can be used in its primary senso only 
in a case where one gives to another something that has to: 
be repaid and another receives such. a thing; and this 
condition is not present in the case spoken of in the passage 
quoted; hence it follows that—inasmuch the word ' debla’ 
eun nol be tuken in tls primiry signification, the statement muat 
be taken as a description by means of a word used in its 
secondary (figurative) signification ; the sense being that what 
are described are ‘like debts.’ Such figurative descriptions 
are very common; e.g., when the young student is describ- 
ed as Fire; just as the word ‘Fire’ elsewhere used 
in one (the primary) sense, is applied to the young student 
in another (figurative) sense,—so in the case in question, the 
word ‘debt,’ elsewhere found used in the primary sense, is 
used in the passage quoted in a different senses. But 
why should there be a description by means of a word in 
the figurative sense?” Because it is only thus thut the sen 
of condemnation and commendation is obtained ;—the meaning 
of the passage being that if a person fails to perform the 
acts referred to, he is condemned in the same manner as the 
debtor, not repaying his debts; and if he does perform 
the acts, he is commended in the same manner as the debtor, 
repaying his debts; this is what is meant by the figurative 
description of the acts as ‘ debts.’ 

The word ‘jayamanah,’ when he is born,’ is also used 
figuratively ; as otherwise (if the word were taken in its literal 
sense), the mun would not be entitled to the performance 
of the acts mentioned; what the phrase, ‘when the Brähmana 
is born’ means is when the Brähmana enters the state of 
the Honseholder,’—this is what is meant by the man being 
born; (that such must be the sense is clear from the fact 
that) it is only when the Brähmaya enters the state of the 
Householder that he becomes entitled to the performance 
of the act mentioned; on merely being burn from his mother’s 
womb (which is the primary meaning of ‘being born’ ) the 
Brāhmaņa is not entitled to the performance of those acts; 
as a matter of fact, when the child is just born from his 
mother’s womb he is not in a position to perform any acts; 
for only such persons are entitled to the performance of an 
act as (a) ar@odesizoustrof hacguiringo\thexresults following 
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from that act and (5) are capable of performing it. (a) That 
to be entitled to the performance of an act it is necessary 
to have the desire, for results calculated to follow from that 
act is shown by the fact that the injunctions of the ants 
always speak of the presence of such desire; e.g., in the 
injunction ‘ one desiring heaven should offer the Agnihotra 
libations ;’ and (b) that to be so entitled one must be capable 
of performing the act is shown by the fact that it is only a 
erson who is capable of doing an act that can do it; since 
it is only a capable man that can do an act it follows that it 
is only a capable man that is entitled to the performance 
of that act; as a matter of fact, it is only the capable man, 
and none other, who actually undertakes the performance 
of an act. If the word ‘born’ were taken in its primary sense 
(of coming out of the mother’s womb), then both these 
conditions would be absent in the child just born; at the 
time that the child is just born out of the mother’s womb, 
there is not present in it either the desire for the results 
following from any act, or the capability to perform it. 
An assertion made in the Veda iu no way differs from an 
assertion made in ordinary parlance,—both being the work 
(utterance) of intelligent. persons; and in ordinary parlance 
no one, even the most foolish, would ever address, to the new- 
born child, such Ynjunctions as ‘Study the Veda,“ perform 
sacrifices,’ lead the like of the Religious Student,’ and so forth; 
how then could a wise Sage, who says only what is true and 
faultless, and who is prompted to teach pupils, ever address 
such injunctions (to the new-born child)? No dancer ever 
dances before blind men; no singer sings to deaf persons. 
Then again, itis ouly the person who comprehends what is 
taught that oan be the recipient of the teaching; i. e., be 
alone who comprehends what is taught, cau have the 
teaching addressed to him; aud certainly this condition is 
eT not present in the new-born iufaut. Further, 
n the Brähmaha- passage itself (quoted by the 
P&rvapakgin) speaks of acts that clearly indicate the state 
of the Householder; as a matter of fact, the action that 
the passage speaks of is such as requires the presence of the 
wife, and as such is clearly indicative of the state of the 
Householder. From all this it follows that what is meant 
by the term ‘born’ is one who has entered the state of the House- 
ho 


lder. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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-Further, the assertion (in the text quoted) in regard -to 
old age and death (being the limit of the performance 
of the Agnihojra fc.) can be explained on the basis of the 
assumption that the acts continue to be’ performed till the 
ceasing of the man's desire. That is till the man's desire for 
the results (accruing from the act) does not cease—does 
not come to end—he should continue to perform the act 
it is in this sense that the assertion in regard to ‘old age 
and death’ would be applicable to the man, Further, 
what the passage—‘ by old age is the man freed &. - means 
is that when the man reaches the last quarter of his life, 
he enters the state of the Renunciate and thus becomes 
freed from the obligation of performing the sacrificial act’; 
the term ‘old age standing for the last quarter of man’s 
life, when he enters, the stute of the Renunciate ; it is in con- 
nection with the last quarter of man’s life that Renunoiation 
has been enjoined. If the term old age meant absolutely 
decrepit senility, then the assertinn—' by old age is man 
freed &c.’ would have no sense at all ;* it could not be taken 
to mean that when the man is disabled (hy decrepitude), 
he becomes freed from the obligation &.; as for the man who 
is himself unable to perform a sacrificial act, the Veda 
permits external aid; e.g. (a) or the pupil might offer the 
libations, his services having been secured by the teaching 
of the Veda, (6) or the milk offerer might offer the liba- 
tions, bis services having been secured by presents of wealth.’ 
Such being the case, the passage can either be taken as 
‘descriptive of what has been enjoined in another text, or 
some other meaniog (that of direct injunction of the acts 
for the new-bora infant) may be arbitrarily assigned to it. 
And there can be no doubt that the most reasonable course 
is to take it as containing a ‘description’ of what has been en- 
joined elsewhere, f the most natural meaning of the passage 
being that ‘when the Householder undertakes the perform- 


®Because when the man has reached the state of senility, or bas died, he 
actually becomes freed from all obligations. 

T The passage iteelf does not contain a single injunctive word. Even so there 
might have been some justification for regarding it ae an injunction if we had 
found no other Vedic text containing the necessary injunction ofthe Agnihotra 
&o. Asa matter of fact however, there are hundreds of euch texts. There can 
therefore be no justification for aseuming the possage in question to be injunctive, 
—Tdiparya. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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ance of the sacrificial acts, he is as much under compulsion: 
as a debtor.’ Then again, what form the direct objective 
of man’s effort are the means of accomplishing the desired 
result, and not the result itself; and when the said means 
have been duly accomplished they lead to the accomplish- 
ment of the Result ; so that what has been enjoined previously 
(in some othar passage) is the :oming iato existence of the means 
leading to the Result ; and the same is also spoken of subse- 

uently (in passages Occuring later thin the passage in ques- 
tion); so that it must be the person connected with the said 
means that is referred to by the term ‘jayamina,’ being 
born. : 


“But,” says the Opponent, there being no direct injunc- 
tion (of Renunciation)—[the passage in question cannot be re- 
garded as referring to the state of the Renunciate].” 

This, however, is not right; as thera is no direct in- 
junction of the negation of it either [so that the fact cannot be 
urged one way or the other]. : 

‘The Brähmaua-text directly enjoins the state of the 
Householder; if there were other states also [such as that 
of the Renunciate}, the Brahmana would have directly en- 
joined these also; so that, inasmuch as there is no direct 
injunction of these other states, we conclude that there is no 
other state. 

There is no force in this, we reply; as of the negation 
of such other states also there is no direct injunction; we 
find no such direct injunction of the negation of other states 


CT his anticipates the following argument of the Opponent—"The new-born 
infant may not have the capacity of discerning the result, and of knowing- and 
attempting to obtain, the mans leading to that result. But it certainly has the 
capacity of bringing upon itself the resulte of acis : if the child does an act, however 
unconsciously of ite being the means of a particular result, the werit or demerit ac- 
cruiag from that act will certainly accrue to the soul of the infant. So that there 
can be nothing incongruous in the acts being enjoined for the new-born child. 


The sense of tlie reply is thus explained in the Fatparye :—The direct objec- 
tive of man’s effort cannot be the Result; what the man tries to obtain, in the 
first instance, is the means that leade to that Result; and certainly the new-born 
child can have no idea of what is the means leading toa Result. Heuce no 
injunction could have any effect upon it. For this reason the only right course 
is to take the word chun fh cigundeive sence} asyoxplained above: 


BHASYA-VARTIKA 4-1-60 1561 


as — there are no other states, that of the Householder being 
the only one state; hence, inasmuch as we do not meet 
with any direct injunction of the negation (of the state of 
the Renunciate), the argument put forward can have no force 
at all. Then again, the direct injunction (of the state of the 
Householder) in the passage in question is based upon the 
fact that it is that particular state that forms the subject- 
matter of the context; just as we find in the case of the 
various sciences, In the case of the sciences it is found that 
the fact that each science directly lays down certain things 
only is due to those things alone being connected with its own 
subject-matter,—and not to there being no other things at all; 
similarly the fact that the passage liys down things connected 
with the state of the Honseholder only is due to this state form- 
ing its subject-matter, and not to there being no other states. 


Then again, we find verses and prose- lexis speaking of 
Final Release; as a matter of fact, we find several Rik versea 
and Brähmana-texts speaking of Final Release (along with 
the means of attaining it, and the four states, specially that of 
the Renuncinte, fall under these) As instances of verses, we 
have the followiag :—(a) Thie sages, blessed with children 
and desiring weilth, fell into death (and rebirth) by per- 
forming actions; otber sages, who were endowed with wisdom 
transcending beyond actions, att ined immortality, ;—(d). 
‘neither by action, nor by progeny, nor by wealth,—but by 
renunciation, only—-did they attain immortality; that im- 
mortality which shines beyond He ven, hidden in the cave 
(beyond ordinary cognitions, which the renunciates alone 
enter)’ (Ta iriya Aranyn ta, 10-10-3) ;—(0) ‘I know that Great 
Person, effulgent like the Sun, lying beyond Illusion, by 
knowing Him alone does min transcend de th, there is no 
other path for going beyond’ ( Fajasanëyi Samhita, 31-18); 
and as prose-texts we have the fullowing :—(a) ‘there are 
three stages of Dharma—Sacrifices, Study, and Charity; the 
first of these constitutes Austerity ; the second is the Religious 
Student residing in the house of the Teacher; and the third 
is the same person putting himself under severe penance 
while residing in the Teacher's house; all these lead man 
to pure regions: it is only one who is firm in“ Brahman 
(ie. tho Renunciate) who reaches immortality’ (Ohhdadogya 
Bha. P. 221 Upanigad, 2-23-1) ) It is with a view to 
O pathainéhiarnegionwthabiyReruaciates take to 
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renunciation ’ (Brihagarayyaka Upanigag , 4-4-22) ; (o) They 
say that man is made up of desires; as he desires so does he 
put forth efforts, and as he puts forth efforts. so does he 
act; and as he acts so does he become,’—having in this 
way described the process of metempsychosis determined 
by the performance of acts, the texts go on to lay down the 
real teaching thus—‘when the man with desires becomes 
free from desires,- he becomes without desires, beyond 
desires, having all his desires fulfilled, his desires centred 
in the Self,—then bis life-breaths do not go out, they be- 
come absorbed here and now, being Brahman he attains 
Brahman itself.’ (Brthaddranyaka Upa.igad, 4-4-5 and 6). 
Thus then we find that the assertion that“ Since there 
is concatenation of debts, there can be no Release —is not 
right. There is yet another text—‘ the four paths leading to 
the gods (Jui firĩvasamhid, 57-23) - which speaks of the four 
states; and hence also it is not right to say that there is only 
one state (that of the Householder) laid down in the Veda 
{and that the state of the Renunciate is nowhere enjoined]. 


Vartika on St. 60. 
P. 497, L. 11 to P. 500, L. 5] 


Our answer to the argument because there is concatena- 
tion of Debts is as follows: — Inasmuch as the word &c. &o., 
gays the Süfra. In the passage quoted the word ‘debt’ 
is not used in its primary sense; as in the matter spoken 
of there is no receiving and repaying of something to be 
given back; it is only in a case where one person gives some- 
thing that he expects to be paid back, and another person 
receives such a thing,—-that the word ‘debt’ is applicable iu 
its primary sense; in all other cases it is used in a figurative 
sense. It is for this reason that the passage should be taken as a 
description by means of a word used in a figurativo 
éense; just as we have in the expression the 
young student is fire’; the word Fire’ primarily applies to 
that particular form of Light which is capable of burning 
things; and being primarily applicable to such Light, it 
comes to be appliedto.the, young ha % she basis of a certain 


var: P. 498. 
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similarity between the boy and the said light; and the boy 
comes to be spoken of as ‘fire’; in this expression the 
term fire, being in apposition to the term boy, does not 
express the idea that the boy is capable of burning things; 
all that it means is that the boy is endowed with the pro- 
perties of tawny colour, vigour and so forth, which are found 
ia Fire also; and since the word is applied to the Boy on the 
basis of the presence of the said qualifies (gunas), such usage 
is regarded as figurative (based upon gugas). Exactly 
the same is the case with the word debt in the passage 
quoted. In fact the statement man is born in debt is a 
figurative one ; the figure involved being ‘simile’ with some 
of its factors eliminated: “ What is the exact signification 
of the simile? It connotes absence of freedom, the sense being 
—just as the debtor is under compulsion, so the man, when 
born, undertakes the performance of acts under compulsion.’ 


The term jayamana},’‘ when born,’ also is a figurative 
one; it cannot be taken in its primary sense: at the time 
that the child has just come out of the mother's wom) (this 
being the primary meaning of ‘ heing born’), it is a mere 
lump of blood, hands, feet and mouth ; and in this condition 
it is impossible for it to perform the acts of study and the 
rest, Hence what the term means is ‘ on becoming a house- 
holder.” “But what is the similarity between the House- 
holder and the new-born child (on the basis of which similarity 
we could have the figurative expression)?” The similarity 
consists in connection with action; it is on account of the 
Householder becoming connected with the actions of Agnthofra 
and the rest that he is said to be ‘born’; just as the new-born 
child, coming out of the mother’s womb, becomes connected 
with the body (and its functions), in the same manner the 
Householder, becoming connected with the Agnihotra and 
other actions,—and thus bearing similarity to the child,— 
comes to be spokensof fas hheingwbornootfBut why (should 
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we have recourse to this explanation)?” For the simple 
reason that it is only one capable of doing an act, and 
desirous of obtaining the results accruing from the act, that 
is entitled to the performance of that act; the only man 
that can undertake the performance of an act is one who 
is capable of doing it, and who is desirous of obtaining its 
results. The child just born out of the mother’s womb has 
neither the capability to do the acts mentioned, nor has he 
the desire for their results; while both these conditions 
are present in the Householder. Hence it follows that in 
the passage under consideration it is the Householder that 
is spoken of as being born.’ 


Further, says the Bh3gya, the assertion in regard to‘ old 
age and death can be explained on the basis of the 
assumptim that the acts continue to be performed 
till the ceasing of the man’s desire. The injunction in the 
passage, in regard to the Br&hmana performing the acts till 
‘old age is capable of another explanation: What the 
mention of old agò and death’ means is that the acts are to 
be performed till the man’s desire for their results ceases ; 
that is, when there is cessation of his desire,—when his desire 
has ceased—then alone he should give up the Aynihof ra. The 
term ‘old age’ stands for the last quarter of the man’s life; 
i it meant that the act should be performed as long us the man 
lives, then there would be no sense in the statement that ‘the 
man becomes freed from old age &o. &o., specially as for the 
man who is himself unable to perform the act, the bringing in 
of external aid has been permitted; which means that so 
long as the man does have desire for the results following 
from the acts, he may have the offerings made through 
another person ; and when there is no desire, there is Renun- 
ciation. “ But on what ground is it said that the Agnihotra 
offerings are tocbeiomadevunlyp:solongiaméheanan has desires 
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for its results? It is done on the ground that in connection 
with the injunction of actions the Veda always mentions 
the presence of desire; in the case of every action we find 
the presence of desire mentioned in connection with its 
injunction; e.g.‘ one desiring heaven should perform &c. &e.’ 

Further, the person to whom a teaching is addressed must 
be.one who comprehends the teaching; it is only the person 
that understands a teaching to whom the teaching is imparted ; 
no singer sings tn a deaf audience; and no dancer dances be- 
fore blind men; and since the new-born child cannot com- 
prehend a teaching, no teaching can be addressed to it, 

The Vedic utterance does not differ from ordinary ut- 
terances. No ordinary man, however foolish he may be, 
could ever address to.the new-born child such words as. 
‘study,’ perform sacrifices,’ lead the life of the Religious 
Student ;’ how then could a sage, who always says what is true 
and faultless, address such injunctions (to the new-born 
child) P 

Such being thecase, the passage can either be taken asa 
‘description’ of what has been enjoined in another teet, or 
some other meaning may be arbitrarily assigned to it; and there 
can ba no doubt that the most reasonable course is to take 
it as containing a‘ description’ of what has been enjuined else- 
where (Bhasya). If the passage were taken to mean something 
that is contrary to all evidence, this could be done only 
arbitrarily; the assumption of all meaning contrary to 
reason is possible only in a whimsical fashion; and this would 
exactly be the case if the passage were taken to 
mean that ‘ the new-born childis beset with debts.’ 
On the other hand, if a passage is taken to mean something 
that is in accordance with evidence, itis taken as a desorip- 
tion; and we have an instance of this where we take the 
term ‘being born’ as meaning ‘when the man enters the 
stato of the Hunsebodderuh nif Bubwitowbode.yxou know that it 
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is the Househol ler that is specifically meant? For the 

simple reagon that that is the state conducive. to the 

performance of sacrifices; our reason lies in the fact that the 
performer of the sacrifice is a part and parcel of the sacrifice. 

Farther, the effort of the actor is always turned directly to 
the means of accomplishing the act, and not to its Result; for 
instance, the cook directs his efforts direotly to the collection 
of fuel, which is the means of accomplishing the act of cook- 

ing,—and not to the Cooking itself, nor to the getting together 

of clods of earth and such other things as are not? conducive 

to the fulfilment of the act of Cooking. 


The rest is clear in the Bhagya. 


7 Question.—“ How do you know that the passage in ques- 
tion is meant for the person who has the desire for results 
accruing from the acts? 


Answer. The direct injunction in the passage is based 
upon the fact that it is that particular state (of man) that 
forms the subject-matter of the context; just as we find in 
the case of the various sciences, 


Bhasya on Sü. (61). 
[P. 221, L. 8 to L. 17] 
As a matter of fact, the passage speaking of ‘the Agnihofra 
and the Darshap@rnaamaea sacrifice continuing till old age and 


death’ must refer to the man that desires the results (follow- 
ing from that act). “Why?” 


Sifra (61). 
INASMUCH AS THERE IS TBANSPORTATION (OF THB 


Fines) into THe Sout, THE DENIAL (oF RELEASE) CANNOT 
BR RIGET. (SQ. 61.) 


It is laid down in the Veda that“ Having offered the 
Prijapatya sacrifice, having offered the libation of all his 
belongings, aud having transported the Fires into his Soul, 
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the Brähmana should go out as a Renunciate ’;—and from 
this we ledrn that the ‘transportation of the Fires’ (which 
means the end of the Agnihofra) is only for the man who has 
risen above all desires for children, wealth and fame, and 
when his desire for the results (of the Aynihofra) also have 
entirely ceased. To this same end we have the following 
Brähmana-passage (Brihadaranyaka, 4°5):—' Yajfiavalkya, 
when going to undertake another austerity, said to Maitréy1 
as follows: Oh, dear one, I am going to wander away from 
this place, I shali therefore make up an understanding between 
you and Kātyāyani ; you have already had your instructions, 
O Matfreyi.!| Immortality extends only so far ;—having said 
this YSjfiavalkya went away a renunciate’. 


Varfika on SQ. (61). 
(P. 509, LI. 9—10.) 

Inasmuch as etn, eto.—says the Söfra. Inasmuch as 
the transportation of the Fires is laid down as to be done 
only after the desires have cease.] [it follows that the passage 
speaking of Agnihofra etc, refers only to such men as have 
a desire for the results accruing from those acts]. 

Siifra (62). 

INASMUCH AS THE ‘OOLLECTING OF SAOBIFIOIAL 
VESSELS COULD NOT BE POSSIBLE IN THEIB OASE, THB RESULTS 
MENTIONED OANNOT PERTAIN TO OTHERS (THAN HOUSE 
HOLDERS), 

(Su. 62). 
Bhagya on Sh. (62). 
[P. 221, L. 19 to P. 222, L. 13.] 


If the performance of the acts till ‘old age and 
Bha. P. 222 death’ were taken as referring to all men 
ee (Householders as well as Renunciates), then 
the after-death rites ending with the ‘collecting of the 
sacrificial vessels’ would also have to be performed for all 
men; and in that case there would be no point in the 
describing of the ‘rising above desires, which we meet 
with in such passages as the following—‘ The ancient 
Br&hmanas, great teachers und learned, do not desire off. 
spring, their idearbeing-+rewhats:shallnayeculecomith offspring, 
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we for whom the Self is the whole world ?—it is these Brah- 
manas that, having risen above desire for sons, desire for 
wealth and desire for fame, live upon alms,’ Briha- 
@dranyaka— Upanigad, 3°5'1). Because for one who has risen 
above desires * (including also the desire for results accruing 
from the Agnihofru etc.,], there can be no possibility of those 
rites that end with the ‘collecting of sacrificial vessels.’ 
97 because Results do not supply sufficient motive to 
all men to the same extent. 


Further, since we find four stages of life laid down in 
the Ifihdss, the Purdz is and the Dtarmash&sira scriptures, 
it is not right to hold (asthe Pürvapaksin does) that there is 
only one state (that of the Householder). It will not be 
right to regard the said scriptures as having no authority; 
for the authoritative character of these is vouched for by 
authoritative texts; as a matter of fact, the authoritative 
character of [fikasae and Para gas is vouched for by Brah- 
maya-tezis, which are entirely authoritative: eg. The 
Aftharvanjirasas declared the [(ihdsas and Puranas; and 
these Jtihasas and Purfigas constitute the fifth of the Vedas.’ 
(OChhandogya Upanigsd 8°4°2), For these reasons it is not 
right to say that the said J/ihdess and Puranas are not 
authoritative. As regards the Dharmashdastra scriptures, if 
these had no authority, there would be an end to all business 
among living beings, which would put the whole world into 
confusion. Secondly, inasmuch as the ' seers’ and speakers 
are the same, there is no reason why these scriptures should not 
be authoritative; as a matter of fact, the ‘seers’ and speakers ’ 
ofthe Ifihdsas, Purdgasand Dharmashasira scriptures are 
the same as those of the Mantra and Brahmaga texts (of the 
Veda). Thirdly, inasmuch as there is a (restriction in 
regard to their subject-matter (the said scriptures must be 
authoritative); as a matter of fact, the authority of each 
scripture bears upon its own special subject-matter ; and the 
subject-mutier of the Mangra and Brahmane texts is different 
from that of the /fihdsas, the Puranas and the Dharmashuafra 
scriptures ; ¢,9., ‘sacrificial performance forms the subject- 
matter of the Manfra and Brahmaga texts, the duings of 
of men that of Z/shashus and Purag ia, and the regulation 
of men’s business that of the Dharmashastra scriptures. So 
that, ‘since no single one of these control all the said 
subjects, everyConelefithenn mustibemegardedcas authoritative 
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in regard its own special subject; just as every one of the 
sense-organs is an authoritative means of the cognition of its 
own special object of perception. 
_ Vartika on St, (#2). 
[P. 500, L. 12-15.] 

Inasmuch as the collecting, &o., &o.— says the Satra; 
that is so say, it is not possible for the rites ending with 
the collecting of the sacrificial vessels’ to be performed for 
those who, upoa the cessation of all desires, have become 
‘renunciates, If the passage (quoted by the Pirvapaksin) 
applied to all men without distinction, the rites ending with 
the ‘collecting of sacrificial vessels’ would have to be 
performed for all men. 

The rest is clear in the Bhagya. . 

Bhagya on Sü. (68). 
(P. 222, L. 13 to L. 18] 

As regards the second argument propounded by the 
Parvapaksin (in Sd. 59) viz: “since there is no cessation of 
concatenation of the aberrations (there can be no Release),” 
—our answer is as follows :— | 

Safra (63). 
RELBASE Is POSSIBLE ; INASMUCH AS (WE FIND THAT) 

THERE ARE NO ABBSBRATIONS IN THE OASE OF THE MAN IN 

DEEP SLEEP, WHO DREAMS NO DBMAMS. (Sd. 63.) 

As a matter of fact, we find that when a man is in deep 
sleep and dreams no dreams, there is an end (for the time 
being) of all connection with attachment, as also of all con- 
nection with pleasure and pain, Exactly in the same way 
there could be an end of all these at Release also. In fact 


people who have realised the real nature of Brahman actually 
describe the condition of the ‘released’ Soul as similar to 


that of deep sleep.® 
J Se eee 
The only difference being that while during deep sleep, the tendency of 
aberrations is present—[by virtue of which the man becomes beset with them on 
waking]—at Release there is no such tendency left; [so that there is no chance 
of the Released marDbeimgnraibestt mithisbernatianadty: Zafraryan 
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Vartika on 80. (63). 
(P. 500, L. 15 to P. 501, L. 1.] 

Our answer to theargument, based upon the fact that 
there is no cessation of the series of aberrations, is as 
follows :—Release ia possible eto. efo.—says the S#fra. Just 
as in the case of the man in deep sleep, dreaming no dreams, 
there is an end of the ‘ concatenation of aberrations,’ as also 
of all connection with things bringing about pleasure or 
pain,—exactly in the same manner there would be an end 
| of these for the released man. In fact people 
have described the condition of ‘ deep sleep’ as 
that of the yogin who has attained Release. 

Bhasya on Sd. (64). 
[P. 222, 18 to P. 228, L. 2.) 

As regards the third argument—viz., “ because there is 
concatenation of Activity, ’’—our answer is as follows :— 

Safra (64). 
Fon TAB MAN WHOSE ABBERATIONS HAVE BEEN DESTROY- 

ED, AOTIVITY- DOES NOT LEAD TO RECRUDBSOENOE. (Si. 64“. 


When Love, Hatred and Ignorance (which are the aberra- 
tions) have been destroyed, Activity does not lead to reorudes- 
cence ;—* Recrudescence ’ stands for re-birth at the end of the 

revious birth; and since this rebirth is always brought about 
y Desire,—when all Desire has been destroyed, è there is no 
further birth after the previous one has come to an end; and this 
is what is meant by ‘non-recrudescence ’ ; and this is Release. 
. But this would mean that actions are fruitless. ” 


Certainly not; for our doctrine does not deny the experi- 
encing of the fruition of one’s acts. All that we say is that 
the previous birth having oome to an end, there is no further 
birth, and we do not say that there is no experiencing of 
the fruits of one’s acts; (our view being that) the fruition 
of all one’s acts comes about in the last birth (preceding 
Release) [so that there is no fruition left to be experienced]. 


The reading Wrewerftef does not fit in with WMA. In the Varfika we find 
the expression WY N NN; so that we prefer to read the Bhagya also as (CW 
craft ; ate tkkodgegi amreferrikig tov N O. Com 


Var. P. 501. 
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Vartika on Sa. (64). 
[P. 501, L. 1 to L. 10.] 


In answer tothe argument, “ because there is concatena. 
tion of Activity, —the Sūtra says :—for the man whose aberra- 
tions etc. eto. If the aberrations are not there, Activity, even 
though present, is not conducive to recrudescence ; which 
means that it does not become the cause of (it does not bring 
about) Merit or Demerit. ‘ Reorudescence means rebirth after 
the end of the previous birth ; and this is brought about by 
Desire; as has been explained under Sü. 3-125, where it 
has been shown that ‘there is no birth for one who is free 
from attachments. It might be urged that this would 
mean that actions are fruitless ; but it is not so; because 
the experiencing of the fruition of actions is not denied; we 
do not say that the man is released, while the Actions are 
still there (whose fruits have not been experienced) ; what we 
mean is that during the last birth of the man all bis actions 
are exhausted by fruition.’ | : | 


Siifra (65). 


(Objection]—“ What HAS BERN JUST ALLEGED 18 

NOT POSSIBLE ; AS THE CONOATENATION OF ABERRATIONS 18 

INNATE (IN MAN). ” (Sd. 65). 

Bhagya on Sü. (65). 

[Says the P&rvapaksin]—* (lessation of the concatena- 
tion of aberrations is not possible ;—why P—decause the 
concatenation of aberrations is innale in man; as a matter of 
fact, the concatenation of aberrations is without beginning ; 
and what is beginningless can never be destroyed. ” 

(Vartika on (Sd. 65). 
[P. 501, Ll. 12—14.] 


tt What has been alleged So. So. Cessation of the contena- 
tion of aberrations is not possible ;—why P—because the 
concatenation ofvaberrations tainnatetinyimangoas a matter of 
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fact, the concatenation of aberrations is without beginning, 

having been set up naturally by itself; and as ‘Such it can never 
be got rid of. 

Bhaeya on Sd. (68), 

P. 228, L. 5, L. 9.) 


To the above objection some people (Ekadëshi—Logicians) 
make the following reply : 
Sutra (66). 
(A) ‘ Just AS THERE Is BVANESENOB or THE NEGATION 
OF THINGS PRIOR TO THBIR COMING INTO EXISTENOE,— 80 
. OAN BE RVANESOBNOS OF INNATE TRINGS ALSO.” 
(Su. 66.) 


The negation or absence of things, prior to their coming 
into existence, has had no beginning ; and yet it is set aside 
by the existence of the things when they are produced :— 
and in the same manner the concatenation of aberrations also, 
— without beginning, may be liable to be set aside.’ 


Vartika on Sd. (66). 
[P. 501, L. 14 to P. 502, L. 2.] 


Some people offer the following answer to the objection 
urged in St. 65 :—Just as there is evanescence ge. fc. Just 
as before a thing bas been produced, its negation is beginning- 
less, and is yet set aside by the ewistence of 
that thing,—in the ssme manner the ‘ concaten- 
ation of aberrations’ in the man who has not acquired the 
right knowledge of things, is beginningless, yet it can be 
destroyed by his right knowledge (whenever this is acquired). 

Süfra (67). 
(B) On IT MAY BB LIKE THB EVANESOENOR OF THE 
DABK OOLOUB OF THE ATOM.’ SQ. (67). 
Bhagya on Sù. (67). 
[P. 228, Ll. 11-12.] 


Others again offer the following answer to the objection 
(urged in Sd. 65):teeded from https://www.holybooks.com 


Vir. P. 502. 
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»The dark colour of the Atom (of Barth) is beginningless, 
and yet it is destroyed by contact with fire; similarly the 
concatenation of aberrations, [though beginningless, could be 
destroyed]. 

Vartika on Sd. (67). 


p. 502, Ll. 4-5.] 


it may b ete, ete. Just as the dark colour of the Atom 
is beginningless, and yet evanescent, —=so also would be the 
concatenation of aberrations.’ | 


Bhisya on Sũ. (68). 
[P. 223, L. 12 to P. 224, L. 6.] 


(A) As a matter of fact, eternality and evanescence are 
properties of existent things; so they can be predicated directly 
of positive entities only ; to negative entities they can be attri- 
buted only indirectly (or figuratively), [So that it is not right 
to cite the case of the negation of things, as the Hkadéshin has 
done in Si. 65]. (B) Then, as regards the dark colour of the 
Atom (cited by the second Hkadéshin in Sa. 64), there is 
nothing to prove that it is without beginning,“ and hence it 
is not right to put that forward as an instance. Nor is there 
anything to prove that a thing not liable to production is 
evanescent, 


The real answer to the argument of the Pirosprksin 
(put forward in SQ. 65) is as follows :— 


Safra (68). 
War HAS BREN ALLEGED BY THE OPPONENT CANNOT 


BE BIGHT; ALSO BECAUSE (A) DESIRE AND THE REST HAVE 
THEIR SOUROE IN MIS\PPRERABNSION,t (Si. 68). 


o On the other hand, we have the following argument to prove that the dark 
colour of the Ato:n is not without beginning :— The dark colour of the Atom is a 
product, because it is a Colour of the Earth, justilike its red colour.’ - Tdfparyn. 


tOn the exact meaning of the term satkalpa’ in the present context, the 
T'dfparya says :—Though it is the wish for a cognised thing that ia generally called 
‘sattkalpa,’ yet here we have to take it as refering to the cognition that is the 
precursor of the wish ; hence it should be taken here as standing for wrong cognition, 
misapprehension. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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The particle cha,’ also, has a oumulative force, includ- 
ing the following two réasons also—(b) because Desire and 
tha rest are due to action, and (o) because Desire und the rest 
are due to one another, b 

(a) As a matter of fact, Desire, Hatred and Hlusion 
proceed from such wrong cognitions as (respectively) the 
actual delighters, annoyers and deluders of men. (b) Action 
also is what brings. about the bodies of living beings, 
and gives rise to Desire, Hatred and Illusion, within 
well-defined limits; that it is so we gather from the 
fact that there is a limitation in regard to thess; e.g., a 
certain animal-body is found to abound in Desire, while 
another abounds in Illusion. (o) Lastly, the appearance of 
Desire &c. is due to one another; that is, it is the man under 
illusion who desires things; it is the man under illusion who 
is moved by hatred; the man under the influence of desire 
falls into illusion; and the man under the influence of hatred 
falls into illusion. 1 

All misapprehensions cease to appear as soon as True 
Knowledge appears; and inasmuch as on the cessation of the 
cause, the effect cannot appear, there is absolute non-ap- 
Bha: P. 221. Psarance of Desire Go. (on the disappearance of 

enn, Misapprehensions, which are the source of Desire 
&c.). E | 
Further, the assertion that “tho concatenation of aberra- 
tions is beginningless has no point at all. As all things 
related tothe Soul,—ze.y., the Body, the Sense-organs &. &c.— 
are such as proceed ina beginningless series, and there is 
not a single individual of this series that is produced with- 
out another individual having gone before it; with the sole 
exception of True Knowledge (which is produced once and 
once only for a Soul); but our doctrine (that Desire &O. are 
destroyed) does not imply the assumption that ‘things not 
liable to be produced are liable to destruction’ (as the 
individual Desire &o. whose destruction we postulate are not 
without beginning; the beginninglessness of the series does 
not imply the beginninglessnees of each individual constituting 
the series; e. 9., one series of Bodies for each Soul is begin- 
ningless, yet each individual Body has a beginning.) As 
soon as misapprehensions have been destroyed by True 
Knowledge, ‘ Actiondeaiso, Nh h iwörhats brings about the 
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Body of each living body, ceases to be productive of Desire 
&c., though it continues to bring about the experiencing of 
pleasure and pain. 


Vartika on Si. (68). 
[P. 502, L. b to P. 503, L. 12.] 


As a matter of fact, Bternality and Hvanes conoe are pro- 
perties of existent things, as we have pointed out in course 
of our consideration of the exact nature of Eternality 
and ‘Evanescence ;’ they oan, therefore, be predicated of 
negative entities only indirectly. “ What is the basis of this 
indirect or secondary application?” It is this: the eternal 
thing is without cause, and without cause also is the prior 
negation of things; and again the ‘ evanescent ’ thing is that 
which, having come into existence, ceases to exist; this is 
exactly what the prior negation of things does; — 80 there 
are these two similarities (between Prior Negation and Eternal 
things, and between Prior Negation and Evanescent things; 
and it is on the basis of these similarities that Eternality’ 
and ‘Evanescence’ may be attributed to Prior Negation].“ 
As regards the assertion that the dark colour of the Atom is 
beginningless,—this is not right; as there is nothing to prove 
that it is 80; nor is there anything to prove that things 
not liable to produotion are evanescent. 


The real answer therefore to the Pürvapulga argument 
is that— What has been alleged &o. &o.—says the Süfru. The 
particle cha has the cumulative force, including the following 
two arguments also—because Desire &c. ure due to Action, 
and because Desire &o. are due to one another. ‘Sankalpa’ 
is the wish that one has for the things he has coguised, as 
has been already explained before. The meaning is that 


© The reading A mmm ate is corrupt. The sense of the passage 
is as translated abode wwhinkerbiaied grad much. wardine agh S rrara Ute 
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Desire and the rest are produced from misapprehensions, 
which are the delighters, annoyers and deluders of men. 
Action also, which brings about the Body of living beings, 
produces Desire &. through the said misapprebensions ; 
some living beingsare found to abound in desire ; e.g., Pigeons 
&c ; others abound in hatred (anger), as Snakes; others again 
abound in illusion, as the Python. 
“Tf Action brings about Desire &c., these should always 
be there; so that there could be no Release.” | 
Not so; because the necessary causal conditions would 
be wanting. Action brings about Desire &o. only through 
misapprehension; and never independently by itself. 


“In that case, on the same grounds, Pleasure &. could 
not have Action for their cause.“ . 


Not so; because as regards these it is independent. In 
the bringing about of Pleasure &c. Action does not stand 
in need of misapprehension; it brings them about only by 
the aid of their own specific causes. This case is analogous 
to the following : The action òf Throwing Upwards produces. 
the Faculty (Momentum) through impulsion, while it brings 
about conjunction and disjunction independently by itself. 

The fact of Desire &c. being due to one another is per- 
ceived in ordinary experience ; e.g, the man under the 
influence of Love falls into Illusion; —under love's influence 
he comes to harbour hatred, - under the influence of Hatred 
he falls into Illusion; and falls into love, —and the man 
under Illusion is a viotim to Hatred and Love. 


Lastly, as regards the assertion that“ the concatenation of 
aberrations is beginningless, — this can have no point; as 
this case does not differ from others: Just as the concatena- 
tion of aberrations is beginningless, so also are all things re- 
lated to the Soul; all which proceed in beginningless series ; 
and there is nothingethatcis produced withdatanothor like it 
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having gone before. But with all this our doctrine does 
not involve the assumption that things not liable to produc- 
tion are liable to destruction.* True Knowledge is the only 
thing which, having no like preousor, is produced alone 
by itself; no otber thing connected with the Soul is so 


produced. 
Bnd of Section (14), 


End of I Daily Lesson of Adhyaya IV. 


Apuyiya IV. 
Daily Lesson II. 
Section (I.) 
[Süfras 1—3.] 
Dealing with the Appearance of True Knowledge, 
Bhagya on St. (1). 
[P. 224, L. 8 to P. 225, L. 20.) 

t Question — Now, Sir, does True. Knowledge appear in 
connection with each one of the several things that there 
are? Or only in connection with some of them — What diff. 
erence does that make ?— Well, as a matter of fact, it would 
not be possible for it to appear in connection with each 
of the things; for the simple reason that the number of 
things to be known is endless. Nor again could the True 
Knowledge be held to appear only in connection with some 
of the things; for in connection with those few things with 
reference to which True Knowledge would not appear, 


the man’s Illusion would not cease; so that there would 
still be-a residue of Illusion left behind; nor could the 


°The passage 1 uff MÍA gives no sense. The right 
reading is LU w nanu lu the footnote we find 
a wis-reading of N | 
1 The Tatparya introduces this Daily Lessou thus: Doubs, Instruments of 


and Objects of Cognition have been only examined ;— Motive and the rest also have’ 
been examined by implinadaa awd en S gHH Aa . Spy sts Ab fhe sixteen oate- 
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Illusion in regard to one thing be removed by True Know- 
ledge in regard to another thing. ” 


Answer Illusion ’ consists in wrong notion, misapprehen- 
sion,—-not in mere absence of True Knowledge; and what is 
to be sought after is the True Knowledge of ‘that thing the 
ae notion of which becomes the active seed of matempey- 
ohosis.“ 


Question: -What is that wrong notion [which leads to 
metempsychosis | ? ” 


Answer :—The notion of what is nol-Soul as ‘Soul, — 
Cheeta’ in such forms as ‘I am’; this is the notion of ‘1? 
(Egoism, Ahañkāra', Illusion ;f When one looks upon the 


gorſes have been examined. It has been declared in Sd. 1-1-1 that the ‘truc know- 
ledge of these categories is the means of attaining the highest good; it has also 
been explained that it is the ‘true kuowledge’ or cognition of objects that 
leads directly to the attaiument of the highest good; that of the others helps 
only indirectly. * What we proceed to examine now is whether from among the 
Soul und the other objects of cognition, is it the true knowledge of only a few, 
or that of all, that brings about the highest good. 

On this the Parishugdhi—lu the fret Daily Lesson of this Adhyaya, six 
objects of cognition have been examined ; and we now proceed to examine ‘ True 
Knowledge,’ which octane to them. The questions for determination are 
(a) what is True Knowledge? (b) To what things does it pertain? (c) How 
is it maintained ? (d) How does it improve? First of all we procoed to consider 
to what doss True Knowledge pertain and how does it appear? 

The Nydyanibanghaprakdsha raises the objection, (i) that it is not right to 
proceod With the examination of True Knowledge before having defined it; and 
(ii) that there is no sameness of subject-matter between the two Daily Lessons, 
aud hence there is no reason why they should form part of thesame Aghydya. 
The answers provided by it are as follows: — (i) the definition of ‘True Knowledge’ 
Las been provided, vy implivativu, iu 8agra 1-1-2 ; and (ii) the real subject of the 
Achau is the Examination of objects of cognition * in the form of § Effects ;’ ; 

aud True Kuowledge also is an effect. 

# lt iv the Soul and such things connected with the Soul, which, when wi 
kuown, lead to birth aud death; hence it is the wrong notion of these things 
that basto be got rid of, as it is the True Knowledge of these that leads to the 
cessation of metempsychosis, Tue dierent views are~(1) True Knowledge 
cousiets of realisation of Brahan, says the Vedüntin; (3) scoording. to the 
‘Sankhya it consists iu discritnination between Matter and Spirit; (8) the Nyiya 
view is that is ọvnsists iu the recognisiug uf the Bonl aa eternal, a 2 ebe 
from the non-sterual, things, Body, Sense-organs &o. o. 

+The Ta fparya, after having criticized the other views, same up the. rina 
view thus :— It is BRANES dhbnan el bist Yh Ces ürA beg as Soul, the Body 
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not-Soul as ‘I am,’ this is the conception that is called the 
notion of I’ (Egoism, 4ha%kara). 

Question :—“ What are those things in regard to which 
people have the notion of IP“ | : 


Answer :—They are—the Body, the Sense-organs, the 
Mind, Feelings and Cognitions. 


, Question :—“ In what way does the notion of I in 
regard to these become the seed of metempsychosis ? ” 


Answer: — When a man looks upon the Body &o. as this is 
I,’ he regards their destruction as his own destruction ; so that 
he becomes imbued with a longing for the non-destruction 
of those, and thus becomes equipped with them over and over 
again; and thus hecoming equipped with them, all his 
efforts tend to bring for him births and deaths; so that not 
being freed from these, he is never released. On the other 
hand, the man who looks upon Pain, Receptacle of Pain 
(Body), and’ Pleasure intermingled with Pain,—on all these, 
things as Pain,’— he ia the man who knows the real nature 
of Pain’; and when this Pain’ has been duly recognised 
(in its true nature), it is not embraced by the man (as some- 
thing desirable), and so comes to be dropped; just like 
poisoned food, This man comes to look upon ‘ Defects’ and 
‘Action’ also as sources of pain; and until the Defects have 
been removed, there is no possibility of cessation of the 
continuity of Pains ; hence the man renounces the defects; 
and when the ‘defects’ have been renounced, Activity does 
not lead to Rebirth, —as has already being explained 
(‘under Sd. 4-1-64), | 


Thus the man comes to the conclusion that Rebirth,’ 
‘Fruition,” and‘ Pain’ are ‘things to be known, and that 
‘ Action’ and Defects’ are things to be abandoned, Final 
Release’? is a thing to be attained, and True Knowledge 
is the means of attaining it. Thus when the man attends 
to, repeatedly looks upon and ponders over, the ‘objects of 
cognition’ as grouped under the aforesaid four categories, 


&e, which are nof-Soul, that people have such hopes ag‘ may 1 not cease to be, 
may 1 continue to live.’ Such ideas come to only such men as regard the Body 
&o, as their ‘Soul’, and never to one who knows the real character of the Soul, 
aa different from Body &o. This latter man looks upou ‘his Body as the snake 
does upon its cast-off slough ; and 80 does not feel artached to it, and does not 
fear separation fromoitinioaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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[0 things mistaken as ‘Soul,’ vis. Body ete; (2) things to be 
tnown, vis. Rebirth &. ; (8) things to be renounced, vis: 
Defects and Action; and (4) things to. be attained, viz: 
Release I— there comes to him right perception,—i. e. the 
cognition of things in their real character, i.e. True Knowledge. 


It is with a view to the above that we have the following 
Safra : 

Siitra (J). 

From THE Troe KNowLeDGg OF THB ‘CAUSES OF 
Devreors’ FOLLOWS THE ORSSATION OF THE NOTION oT I. — 
(SO. 1). 

The ‘objects of cognition’ beginning from ‘ Body’ and 
ending with Pain’ [i. e. Body, Sense-organs, Objects of Per- 
ception, Apprehension, Mind, Activity, Defects, Rebirth, 
Fruition and Pain] are called the ' cause of Defects,’ because 
these are what form the subjects of wrong notions ;—hence 
when the True Knowledge of these comes about, it sets 
aside the notion of ‘I’ in regard to them; for the True 
Knowledge of the said things (which are not the Soul, which 
alone can be rightly spoken of as I) is incompatible with 
the notion of ‘I’ in regard to those same things, Thus 
when True Knowledge has been attained, ‘ there te a cessation 
of each member ofthe following series—Pain, Birth, Activity, 
Defect and Wrong Notion,—the cessation of that which follows 
bringing about the annihilation of that which precedes it; and 
this ultimately leads to Final Release.’ (Si. 1-1-2.) 

Thus we find that this brief statement of the main 
doctrine of philosophy is only a re-assertion (of what has 
been stated already under Sd. 1-1-2), and it is not meant to 
put forward any new doctrine. | 


Vartike on Sd. (l). 
[P. 504, L. 1 to P. 505, L. 9.] 

Question — When True Knowledge appears, does it appear 
in connection with each and every thing, or only ia regard 
to certain partioular things? In regard to each and every 
thing it is not possible for True Knowledge to appear: — why 
because the number of things to be. known is endless. 
On the other hand, the person, who holds that only oertain 

particular things formtherobjeets of ineo Knowledge, should 


BHASVA- V XRTIKA 4-2-1 , 1581 


be met with the following detailed argument: Tt is clear 
that the Sid@hanfin means to exclude things other than the 
Soul and the other ‘ objects of cognition’; that is, the Sūtra 
(1-1-9), which speaks of the Soul and other things, does not 
mention all things ; if it did so, then the specific mention of 
the Soul &c., would be meaningless; it is clear therefore 
that it speaks of only a few particular ‘ objects of cognition ’, 
—just those in regard to which True Knowledge puts an end 
to metempsychosis, and in regard to which /ltusion leads to 
the continuation of metempsychosis ; it is just these few 
‘objects of cognition ’ that have got to be known. Such being 
the position of the Siddhanfin, the following question arises 
in connection with it :— | 


“ Does True Knowledge appear in connection with each and 
every one of the several things, or only in connection with 
some of them? It could not appear in connection with each 
and every thing; as the number of ‘Soul’ and other things 
is endless.—* What is the meaning of these being endless 
—The meaning is that in regard to the number of these 
things we are not cognisant of any limit If, on the other hand, 
it be held that True Knowledge appears only in connection 
with a few things,—then there would be no end of the 
Illusion pertaining to those other things in connection with 
which True Knowledge has not appeared; and where there 
is Illusion, there are Attachment and Hatred; and these 
latter constitute Bondage ; so that under this theory there 
would be no possibility of Release. If you hold that — the 
true knowledge of one thing will remove the Illusion in 
regard to another,—then in that case Release would be 
possible for each and every living being; for there is no such 
living being as does not know the truth in re- 
gard to a single thing.” 

Our answer to the above is as follows: There is no force 
in the above; AevitishowsthatptheOppynent.has not under- 


Var: P. 606. 
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stood the real meaning of Illusion: Illusion does not consist 
inthe mere non-oppearance (absence) of True Knowledge; Illusion 
is wrong notion; hence what is meant is that it is necessary 
to know the true nature of those things the wrong notion of 
which becomes the source of metempsychosis. 


Question :—"* What is that wrong notion? 


Answer :—The notion of ‘Soul’ in regard to what is 
nol-Soul. Thé rest is clear in the Bhagya. ` 


From the true knowledge eto., etc.—says the S#fra, The 
Objects of Cognition—from ‘ Body down to ‘ Pain’—are the 
‘ cause of Defects ;’ as it is ouly in regard to these that there 
is wrong notion; and when True Knowledge appears in regard 
to these, it removes the notion of ‘I’ in reference to them; 
as true knowledge’ of them is not compatible with the 
notion of I in regard to them. All this has been explained 
under Sü. 1-1-2, 

Bhasya on Sd. (2). 
[PN232, L. 20 to P. 226, L. 4] 

The order in which the true knowledge is to be attained 
is as follows.’ 

Sura (2). 
COLOUR AND OTHER OBJEOTS, WHEN THEY FORM THB 


SUBJECTS OF WRONG NOTION, BEOOMM THE OAUSB OF 
Dereots. (St. 2). : 


Such objects of Sense-perception as form the objects of 
desire are spoken of here as ‘Colour and other objects ;’ 
when these are wrongly conceived, they set going Attachment 
Hatred and Illusion. Hence it is these objects that the man 


* Puri Ms. B. reade ggj „ which gives better sense. 

It has been declared that one should set aside the notion of 1 gin regard to 
the Body eto., which are not-Soul. Now the Sara proceeds to describe with which 
of these latter the process shoul! begin; and siuçe the process is mach easier in re- 
gard to exterual objecte, the Sat ra begins with these. ‘ Prasañkhyäna ' means true 
knowledge resulting from contemplation, ~7'4 fparya. 

t ' Satibalpa is explainedby the fa{parya ag meaning ‘wrong notion,’ Vishva- 
nat¢he specifies it fh totiohtthay these ay Gees desirable things’, 
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should seek to know (and understand in their true character) 
first of all. When the man knows the true character of these, 
his wrong notions in regard to Colour eto. disappear. When 
these have disappeared, then he should seek to know the 
things related to the Soul, such as the Body and the rest. 
When the knowledge of these has been attained, the notion 
of „I' in regard to things related to the Soul ceases forth- 
with, Thus, the man, acting with his mind wholly un- 
attached, either to external objects or ,to objects related to 
the Soul, comes to be called ‘ released `. 


Varlika on SA. (2). 
[b. 505, L. 11 to P. 506, L. 5.) 


Colour and other objects etc., cic—says the Sūtra, The 
objects of desire, which form the objects of sense-perception, 
are what are spoken of here as ‘Colour and other objects.’ 
When these objects are conceived of wrongly, they set up 
Attachment eto. What is the wrong conception of these? 
It consists in their being looked upon us the exclusive 
possession of one’s self—expressed in such words as these 
are mine only.’ These should be looked upon as ‘common’ 
to others, belonging, in common, to such others as gods, 
thieves, fire and relatives. When the man looks upon things 
in this manner, his Illusion in regard to them ceases. After 
this has ¢eased, the man should seek to rightly know the 
Body and such other things as are related to. the Soul. 
What would be the right knowledge of the Body eto?” 
It would be the knowledge that these are not the Soul, they 
are something totally different from the Soul. The man, 
who proceeds with his mind thus dissociated 
from things external as well as those related 
to the Soul, comes to be spoken of as ‘released.’ This is 
the condition that has been described in the passage — While 
still living, the wise person becomes released from joy and 
sorrow. Downloaded from https:/Awww.holybooks.com 


Vår : P. 506. 
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Bhagya on Sù. (5). 
[P. 226, L. 3 to L. 13.) 


The author next proceeds to instruct us as to the pro- 
priety of our ignoring certain aspects of things and ponder- 
ing over certain others; and the next Sütra has got nothing 
to do with either the proving or the disproving of things (as 
some people have supposed). 


“ What is this instruction p” 
Sutra (8). 


REGARD FOR THE OBJEOT AS A WHOLE BECOMES THE OAaUSE 
or Dargors. Sd. (3). 


The regard or admiration for the objeot as a whole brings 
about defects. For instance (in conneotion with sexual love), 
for the Male, the conceiving of the Female as such, becomes 
a source of bondage, and for the Female the conceiving 
of the Male as such becomes a source of bondage. And there 
are two aspects in which the object (Male or Female) can be 
conceived of :—(1) the aspect of organs, and (2) the figurative 
or poetical aspect.* 


The ‘ aspect of organs’ pertains to the teeth and the 
lips, the eyes and the nose, one by one; and the figurative as- 
ect,’ pertains to the teeth or the lips, being so and so beauti- 
ful, All this three-fold aspect intensifies Desire and its 
attendant Defects; all which have to be avoided. The 
avoidance of the said object of love is to be done by 
conceiving of it in the terms of its limbs,—e.g. by conceiv- 
ing of the Female as only made up of hairs, bristles, flesh, 
blood, bone, tendons, arteries, phlegm, bile, ordure and so 
forth. This is what is called the ‘disagreeable aspect’ (of 
the thing). When one ponders over this aspect of the 
thing, his desire and attachment for it cease. 


Thus then we find that there being two aspects (agree- 
able and disagreeable) of each object, there is one aspect (the 
agreeable) which should be ignored, while the other (the 
disagreeable) should be pondered over. This is what is 


* In translating ‘ parigkéra’ as bondage we have followed the Vargike, 
which saya—parighthy Gandhian https://www.holybooks.com ` 
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taught here. Just as in the case of the poisoned food, while 
the food-aspect is meant to be acquired, the poison-aspect 
is to be avoided.“ 


Vartika on St. (3). 
[P. 506, L. 2 to L. 14 ] 

T'he author next proceeds to instruct us as to the. propriety 
of our ignoring certain aspects of things and pondering over 
certain others; and the neet Safra has got nothing to do 
with either the proving or the disproving of things; what is 
meant is that in regard to the object as it exists, a certain 
aspect has to be pondered over and another to be ignored 
and discarded. | 

Regard for the object us a whole &., §c.— says the Séfra. 
Regard for the object as a whole brings about the Defects. 
The Female, in the aspect of a mere composite-object, should 
be pondered over; and in the aspect of ‘Female’ she 
should be ignored; she constitutes a bondage for the Male. 
The term ‘parigka@ra’ means bondage; similarly for the 
Female the Male-aspect of the Male is a source of bondage. 
Of the Female-aspect (or the Male-aspect) also there are 
two aspects—the ‘ organ-aspect’ and the figurative aspect.’ 
The conceiving of the ‘ organ-aspect’ is in the form teeth 
and lips,’ in which the conception of the teeth is as teeth, 
and so forth. The ‘figurative aspect is in the form this 
is so and so’; in which the thing is described figuratively. All 
this constitutes Illusion, which leads to Attachment &c., and 
hence should be discarded. This does not mean that the object 
uë a composite whole should be denied ;—because it has been 
proved by proofs that things are composite in their character, 


End of Section (1). 


The Parishudghi rewarks :—As a matter of fact, for one who seeks after 
Release, all things of the World, in all their aspects, are equally to be avuided, 
and are equally evil,—yet the author speaks of the two ‘aspects in regard to 
the ordinary Man of the World, who becomes desirous uf Release only after having 
gone through a life OF Rajayateiin™ https://www.holybooks.com 
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Section (2). 
[Sutra 4—17]. 
Dealing with Componenta and Composites. 
„ Bhagya on Bü. (4). 
(P. 226, L. 14 to P. 227, L. .] 


Now the Idealist, with a view to deny the Object, 
proceeds to. deal with (and demolish) the Composite. 


SB Bafra (4). 
Parvapakga. 


s APPREHENSION AND NON-APPREHENSION BEING TWO. 
FOLD , THERE ARISES DOUBT.” (Sù. 4.) 


. Since there is apprehension of existent as well as non- 
existent things, Apprehension is of two kinds; aud since 
tbere is non-apprehension of existent as well as non-existent 
things, non-apprehension also is of two kinds. 7 So that 
if we apprehend the Composite, there is doubt, since Ap- 
prehension is of both kinds;—on the other hand, if we 
dd not apprebend the Composite, then also there is doubt, 
since non - apprebension also is of both kinds. Thus then, 
whether the Composite is apprehended, or not apprehended, 
E either ease it does not become free from doubt. 


®Bays the 7a{parys.—Tho Idealist proceeds to deal with the Composite 
fot the purpose of demolishing it. The conceptions spoken of under the preced- 
ing Büß ra are possible only when there is au object composed of several component 
parts. But since there itz no such object, how can there be any such conceptions ? 
It is with this view that the Idealist Pirvapakga proceeds to demolish the com- 
posite; and this we shall follow with the denial of the Atom. So that the 
Composite and the Component Atom being both demolished, Idea would be the 
only thing left. 

On this the Parishug@hi—Some people have tried to get rid of the entire 
fabrio of Instruction expounded under the preceding Sätra, by denying the Oom- 
posite, in the sbeence whereof none of the conceptions’ described above are possible. 

¢ There is apprehension of the existent thing when we see water in the 
tank ; there is also apprebension of the non-existent thing when we perceive 
water in the mirage. There is nop-apprebension of the existent thing when 
we do not percèive loog-buried treasure; and there is non - apprehension of 
the non-existent thing when we do not perceive the absent Jar. So that whether 


we apprehend the Composite whole or not, there is doubt as to its existence or 
non-existence.—-Tappuryended from https://www.holybooks.com 
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Virfika on Sd. (4). 
[P. 506, L. 15 to P. 507, L. 3.) 


Now the Idealist, with a view to deny the Object, proceeds 
to deal with the Composite—(Bhagya). I“ Apprehension and 
non-apprehension §c., §c.—says the Sutra] Since there is 
apprehension of existent as well as non-existent things, 
Apprehension is of two kinds; and since there is non-ap- 
prehension of existent as well as non-existent things, Non- 
apprehension also is of two kinds. -So that whether the 
Composite is apprehended, or not apprehended, 


Vir. P. 507. & r 3 3 
in either case it remains donbtful. 


(The Vartika offers its own answer to the above].— 


The answer to the above has already been given; as a 
matter of fact, the twofoldness of Apprehension and Non- 
apprehension cannot be a ground for Doubt; as we have 
found (under SQ. 1-1-23) that in the enumerating of the 
causes of Doubt, ‘Apprehension and Non-apprehension have 
been qualified by other terms prefixed to them. - 


Sara (5). 
Sigg hanf. 
THERR OAN BB NO DOUBT (IN REGARD TO THR 


COMPOSITE), AS ITS EXISTENCE HAS BEEN ESTABLISHED 
BY REASONS ALREADY EXPLAINED BEFORB.—(SN, 5). 


Bhagya on Sü. (5). 
[P. 227, Li. 5—6, ] 


No doubt is possible (in regard to the Composite) ;—why? 
because the reasons already explained before (under SQ. 2. 1-83 
et seg.) have not been refuted ; so that it remains established 
that there is such a thing as the Composite arising out of, 
and distinct from, theeComspnassntaovw.holybooks.com 
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Vartika on Su. (5). 
[P. 507, L. 5 to L. 7.) 

There can be no doubt &o.. &O.—says the Süfra. It is not 
right to have a doubt in regard to the Composite; for the 
simple reason that the reasons already propounded in its 
support have not be refuted; that is, the reasons that have 
been put forward to show that the Composite is something 
distinct from the Components are such as cannot be refuted. 

Sitira (6). 
[Objection.|—“ In TRAT CASE, (WR MIGHT AS WELL 

RAY THAT), SINCE THE BXISTENOB (OF ANY SUOR THING A8 

THE COMPOSITE) is IMPOSSIBLF, THERR OAN BE NO DOUBT (AS 

TO WHETHER IT RXISTS OR NOT).”* (SQ. 6), 

Bhasya on Sd. (6). 
[P. 227, L. 3.) 

„No doubt is possible. That is, there is no such thing 
1 Composite. This is further explained (in the next 

ra). 

l Vartika on Sd. (6.) 
[P. 507, Ll. 9-10.) 
[The Vartika simply repeats the Stra and Bhasya. | 
Sutra (7). 
[Objection continued. —“ INASMUCH AS THR COMPO- 

NENTS CANNOT RESIDE EITHER IN THE WHOLE OR IN A PART 

(or The Composite), IT FOLLOWS THAT THERE IS NO COM- 

posits.’ t (SQ. 7). 

= Bhāşya on St. (7). 
(P. 227, Ll. 10-12.) 

As a matter of fact, each single component cannot reside 
in the entire Oomposite ; (1) because both are not of the same 
dimension, and (2) because, in that case, there would be no 

@This SQfra is not found in the Puri Sd. Ms. The Ny@yaeuch'aibangha 
has omitted ufd. | 3 

TSäßras 7 and 8are not in Vishvanatha, nor in any Sd. Ms, They are found 


in the Nydyasdchinibangha; and Vishvandtha also says that they have been 


regarded as Sūra, From the Bhigya—‘ fad vibhajata’ also it would appear that 
they are Sara.’ Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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connection between the Composite and the other components. 
Nor can the component reside in only a part:of the Composite ; . 
for the simple reason that the Composite has no parts 
apart from the Components.” 


If (in order to escape from this difficulty) it be held that 
it is the Composite that subsists in the Components (and not 
the Components in the Composit), [then our answer is as 
given in the following Safro].” 


Vartika on Sd. (7). 
[P. 507, L. 12 to P. 508, L. 5.) 

“ Inasmuch as & O. &0.— says, the Sijra. (A) Do the 
Components reside in the Composite? (B) or, the Composite 
in the Components ? 

(A) If the Components reside in the Composite, do they 
subsist in the entire Composite or only in a part of it? It is 
not possible for the Components to reside in the entire Com- 
posite; because there is a diference of size between the 
Component and the Composite,—the Component being of 
smaller and the Composite of larger size; and it is not 
possible forthe thing of smaller size to fill up the whole of 
the thing of larger size; and further, since a single Component 
would reside in the entire Composite, this latter 
would consist of a single substance (and not of 
several component parts), and certainly there is no object 
known to us which consists of a single substance and which 
subsists in a substratum which is indestructible i. e., tho 
hypothesis would mean that every Composite object, as 
composed of only one Component, is eternal, which is absurd].® 
Nor is it possible for the Component to reside in a part of 
the Composite ; for the simple reason that the Oomposite has no 

parts apart from the Components themselves; and further, 


Var. P. 608. 


e The ‘fading of the passage appears to be sores We have adopfed the 


| reading NN mfr M NN „ That this is what is meant is clear 
from the Bhdpys ol Ha, D dhieanote bysPapparyanthecesipon fare below). 
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even in that part of the Composite, does the component reside 
in the whole of that part of or only in a part of it ? and soon, 
the objection may be stated at each step.” 


“(B) If, on the other hand; it is the Composite that 
resides in the components—(then that is open to the objection 
pointed out in the following Safra)” a 

Sutra (8957. 
(Objection ountinued.|—" IMA MOH +s ir is NoT ros- 
SIBLE (FoR TAB (COMPOSITE) TO BESIDE IN THEM,—THPRE 
CAN BU NO Composite.” (SQ. 8). 
Bhaeya on Su. (8). 
LP. 227, L. 14-16,] 

(a) The entire Composite cannot reside in each one of 
the Components,—because they are of different sizes; aad - 
further, because in this manner the (Composite) object 
would consist of a single component substance 1 as such 
it would have to be regarded as eternal, which is absurd]. 
(b) Nor can the Composite subsist in parts in all the compo- 
nents; as it has no other parts (except those same com- 
ponents).“ x | 7 | 

“ From all this it follows -that it is not right to entertain 
any doubts (as to whether the as eg exists or uot) ; the 
conclusion doubtless is that there does not exist any such 
thing as the Composite,” | : 

Vartika on St. (8.) 
IP. 608, L. 7 to L. 14}. 


Inasmuch as it is &o. & —says the Safra. The Composite 
cannot subsist in its entirety in each one of the Components; 
because they are of different sizes; and also because, if it did, 
then the Composite would be a substance consisting of a 
single component ; as subsisting in a single component, the 
Composite would consist of that single component substance ; 
and as such a composite would be produced out of a 
single substameenitiarouldiibeprodueed:cconstantly at all 
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times. Further, being composed of a single substance the 
Diad would reside in a single Atom; and hence as there 
could be no disruption of its constituents the thing would be 
eternal. And yet we have no instance of any such thing as 
is produced and is eternal. If, on the other hand, the Oom- 
posite subsists only in parts in the components, then it means. 
that the Composite has component parts other than those of 
which it is composed,—which other parte alone would 
reside in the latter components.” 
Sutra (9). 
[Objection continued, )-—“ Av sinos THs Coxrostra 
CANNOT BESIDE APART FROM THE COMPONENTS (THERE OAN BE 
NO SUOH ‘THING AS THE Composite .*” (Sa. 9). 
Bhasya on SQ, (9). 

(The correct reading of the Bhagys on this Saprai is found 
in Puri Ms. B—weaerare eft ada |e areata wt, 
N frererragree | renrarerqadtfa) 

“ There can be no such thing as the ‘Composite’—these 
words have to be brought in from the preceding S@/ra. The 
Composite cannot reside el, from the components, (I) 
because it is not so perceived, and (2) because in that case 


it would be eternal. For these reasons it follows that there 
is no such thing as the Composite. 


Vartika on Sd. (9). 
` [P. 508, U. 16-18.) . 

„And since the Composite cannot elo, elo. —says the Safra. 
The Composite cannot reside else where than in the compo- 
nent; (1) because it is not so perceived, and (2) because it 
would, in that case, bo eternal. If it existed apart from the 
components, it would have been so perceived; and it would 
also be eternal; as every substance which is without a sub- 

+ @Vishvanatha notices three interpretations of this Sagra :—{1) As in the 
Baer. (2) the Composite could not subsist apart from the components; as in 
that osse it would be non-existent ;—(8) For repeons given in the precediog Sätra, 


the Composite could have no existence even apart from tlie components; hence 
it does not exist abeitinloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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stratum is eternal [and the object existing apart from its con- 
stituent parts must be one without. substratum; . the oon- 
stituent part being the only possible substratum of things).” 
| Safra (10). > 
(Objection continued.J—" Lastiy, ras Composite 
CANNOT BB THB SAMB AS THE ComPonznts."* (SQ. 10). 
 [Bhaaya on Sù. (10). 

Say printed text entirely omits the words of the Bhagya 
on this see an are found thus in Puri Ms. B:—w# wrt- 
qumi SERN | VETA | GAVNET qin . 

I Ta en aena eer |] 

“ The Composite cannot be regarded as a mere qualifi- 
cation of the Components ;~-why P— because, as shown above, 
there can be no connection of the said qualification with the 
qualified components ; and apartfrom the qualified components, 
the qualification is never perceived ; this last argument being 
the same as that urged before (in the preceding Séjrs.)” 

Vartika on SQ. (10), 
[P. 509, L. 2 to L. 8.) 


“ Lastly the. Composite etc. eto.—says the Sëfra. The 
Composite cannot be a mere qualification of the Components; 
—why ? —because, as already shown before no relationship 
is possible between the Composite,—the qualification ;— and 
the Oomponente—the qualified, Further, the qualification, 
Composite, is not perceived apart from the qualified, Com- 
ponents ; for if it did, then it would be eternal,—as we have 
just shown.. Then again, if the Composite subsists in part only 
in the Componente, then the Composite comes to be a mere 
conglomeration of the components. If the Composite subsisted 
in part in one component, then the perception of that single 


bis Qagra is directed against those persons who lave held the followiug 
view :—" The Composite is only a quatification of the Oompouenta, and it is 
neither absolutely different from them, nor absolutely uon-different ; it is both 

„different and aon-different from them.” i Š 


Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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component should bring about the perception of that part 

only of the Composite ; so that the Composite would be per- 

ceived in place of that part only; but as a matter of fact, the 

perception of a single yarn does not lead to the perception of 

the Uloth. From all this follows the doubtless conclusion 

that there can be no such thing as the Composite.” 

P 8@fre (11). 

: - { Answer.—From the standpoint of the Sigghänfa.|-— 
INASMOCR AS THERE is NO DIVERSITY IN WHAT iS ONB 
ONLY, TERMS CONNOTING DIVERSITY CANNOT BB APPLIED TO IT ; 


SO THAT THERE IS NO ROOM FOR THE QUESTION PUT BY Tas 
PQuvaracgint Sd. (11). 


Bhagya on Sü. (13). 
[P. 228, L. to L. 9.] 
There is no room for the question“ Does tlie Composite 
reside in the Components fn its entirety, or only in parts?“ 
{as put by the Purvapaksia under Sd. 7 eh seg.}.—Why P— 
Because inasmuch as there is is no diversity in what is one 
only, terms con noting diversity cannot be applied to tt. As a 
matter of fact, the term ‘ Krtfsna’, ‘entire’, connotes all 
members of a group consisting af several individuals, and the 
term &kad@sha, a par“, connotes a few individuala out of 


A composite is so called only because it subsists in components ; hence if only 
parts of the former subsisted in the components, then these parts would be real 
4 composites;' and as the former composite would subsist ia the components, only in 
parte, and not in its entirety, it would not be entitled to the name Composite ’, 
And as the Composite would bs perceived only as subsisting in the components, und 
it woald be only its parts that would so subsist —the composite would be perceived 
in every such component in which its part eabgists.’ That ia, part of the Cloth 
subsisting in yarn, the perception of this yarn should the lead to the perception of 
the Cloth. a ſparya. 

+The Vartika rem irks that there are two parts of the Parvapakys :—~(1) Do 
the components subsist in the Composite ? and (2) I£ the Composite subsists in the 
componenta, does it do soin its entirety or in parte? The (I) is ignored by the 
Satrakdra for the simple reason that no Logician acknowledges the subsistence of 

che component (cause) in the composite Effect. * 


Henos it is onlyotivel(2} that deu rd) by tha Migdhaufimin this Sajra, 
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several ; so that both these terms, ‘entire’ and ‘in part? 
are connotative of diversity; and as such they cannot be 
applied to the Oomposite which, being a single sa 
devoid of diversity. 


Forfita on Sa. (11). 
LP. 509, L. 8 to L. 17 
‘The suggestion that the Components reside in the Com- 
posite cannot be accepted ; as no such view is admitted by 
us; (according to us) it is not the Cause that subsists in the 
Effect, but the Effect that subsists, in the cause. Then as 
regards the question—“ If the Composite subsists in the com- 
ponents, does it do so in its entirety or in parts? our 
answer is as follows :— | 
Inasmuch as eto. ete.—-says the Siij{ra. The term 
‘entire,’ as well as the term in parts,’ are both connotative 
of diversity, and as such they are inapplicable to what is one 
only ; ; the term ‘entire’ connotes all of several individuals, 
and the term ‘in parts’ connotes a few of several; and such 
terms are not applicable to the thing in question. So that 
neither the term entire nor the term ‘ in parts,’ is applic- 
able to the Oomposite (which is one only). 
Bhagya on Süfra (12). 
P. 228, L. 9. to P. 229, L. 8]. 


Further, the Pūrvapakşin bas argued. that—“ the Compo- 
site cannot reside i in parts in the Components, because it has 
no other parts ° (apart from the components)” ;—but this 
is not right reasoning. 

Süfra (12). 
Evsen IF THEBE WERE OTAER. PARTS (or TAB CoM- 


POSITR), # IT COULD NOT 8U0BSIST (IN TEB OOMPONBNTS) ; ; 
HENOS THE REASONING I8 NOT BIGHT. (Sd. 12.) 


ehe printed text reads quqarTerar® 3 as aleo Vishvanitts, Puri Bhi. 
Ms ; Puri 5d. Me.; and Sd. Me. O. But Bd. Ms. D, the Nydyasdchinbandha and the 
Tal parya' read Nd. Mes. of the Varjika contain both. In view however 


of the explanation given in the Bag, M should be cong aa the 
richt reading. © Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com . © , 
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Ila support of the proposition that the Composits cannot 
subsist in the components, or in its parts] the Opponent has 
propounded the reason “ becaase the Composite has no other 
parts; but even if parts of the Composite were actually 
other than its Component, the meaning (of the Composite 
subsisting.in part in the Components) would be that one part 
or component subsists in another or compohent,—and 

not that the Composite subsists in them. If the Composite 
beaccepted as being something different (from the Com- 
ponents), then, —even though it had parts other than its 
components, it would not mean the subsisting of the Com. 
posite ; and hence it would not mean that it is in parts that 
the Composite subsists in the components ;--so that there 
can be no force in the reasoning—“ bocause it has no parts 
apart from the Components (the Composite subsists in parts 
in the Components).” | 

Question :— What is the meaning then of the subsisting 
(of the Composite in the Components)? i 

Answer :—-What it means is that there is osn-eæislanca 
(juxtaposition), consisting in the relation of container and 
contained, between the one (Composite) and the many (Come 
ponents). l 
` e What is the meaning of the relation of container and 
contained ? ” 

It means that when between two things itis found that 
one can have no existence apart from the other, the latter is 
called the container; and as a matter of fact, the Product can 
have no existence apart from its constituent cause; but this 
is not the case with the constituents (which may exist apart 
from the product). [So that what is meant by the Composite 
subsisting in the Components is that it cannot exist apart 
from these latter]. i 

But how can this be so in the case of eternal things 
(which have no cause)? 

In their case we infer it from what we perceive in the 
case of non-eternal things. What you mean to ask is— 
„how can there be the relation of container and contained 
in the case of eternal things ? and our answer is that when 


W does not give good sense. Puri Ms. B. reads WERE 


which gives better [Seussloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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we perceive in the case of non-cternal thitgs—substances. 
and qualities the relation of container and contained, we 
infer from this that similar relation exists in the case of 
eternal things also. 


From all that has gone before (under Sutras 4-12) it 
follows that what has been prohibited (under Sd 8)—for the 
benefit of the person seeking after highest good—is the 
having of ragard for objets as a whole; and it does not mean 
that there is no such thing as the Composite ; just as in regard 
to Colour &c. what has been prohibited is the wrong notion of 
them ; and the existence of Colour &o, themselves has not 


been denied. | 
Purfſita on Sà. (12). 
If. 510, L. 2 to P. 512, L. 13.) 


Even if there were elo. ot. says the Sf ra. Because there 
fe no other part, this is what you have put forward as 
your reason, Now if you admit of a part other than the 
Composite, even so it would mean that the part subsists in 
the part and not that the Composite subsists in the 
component; so that there is no force in the reasoning 


that ! the Composite cannot subsist in part in the com- 
ponent, because it has no other parts. 


Then again, he who holds that one thing subsists in 
many, cannot be rightly taxed (with a request to explain 
whether the Composite subsists in the components in its 
entirety or only in parts) ; for, as we have already pointed out 
this question itself involves self-contradiction in both ways. 

“Tf it is neither in its entirety nor in parts that the Com- 
posite subsists inthe Component, then, in what manner does 
it subsist in them?” Be | | 

The subsistence (of the Composite) in the components 
is in the form of the relation of container and contained; 
i. e., thd relation of Jnkerence. “How does that relation 
eome about?” When one thing is unable to exist apart 
from another, ibis aid tito: inkerevimothiekdatter; e 9. the 
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s Prodnot i is unable to exist apart from its constituent canse ; 
while the reverse holds good ia regard to the constituent 
causes ; i. e., the causes do not exist only in the Product. 
Ho can there be tho relation of container and contained 
in the case of eternal things?” That such a relation is 
present in the case of eternal things is inferred from our 
perceiving it in the case of non-eternal things; i. e., in the 
case of non-eternal things * it is found that they subsist in 
the thing wherein they are perceived, similarly eternal 
things algo subsist in that thing in which they are perceived ; 
the circumstances being exactly alike in the two cases. 


“ But no different colour can be pointed out.” You 
mean by this as follows: —“ If the Composite is something 
different from the Components, then it behoves you to point 
outa colour of the Composite which would be different 
from the colour of the Components; just as, for instance, 
as you assert that the yarns that are not of variegated colour 
go to make up the Cloth of variegated colour, 7 This 
however is not right; firstly because a thing can be regard- 
ed as the substratum of only that colour which is actually 
perceived in it; so that the colour of the Composite is exactly 
that which is perceived in it; the same being true of the 
Component algo (of which also the colour must be that which 
is perceived in it) ;—and secondly, because your question 
involves the admitting of the relation of cause and effect $ 
(between the Oomposite and the Component), and as such. 


Affe TRT &o. as found in the Benares edition. — 


+ qe femcrrrere’ is the right reading. 

The Téf{parya calle the citing of the instanoe of the variegated: cloth as put 
forward in joke. Tne Nelydyikas hold that several yarns, of which not ‘s single 
one is of variegated ovlour, goto make the cloth of variegsted colour. But this 
cannot be right ;as no one colour can be called variegzted,—the latter term imply- 
ing diversity. Hence the jocular taunt is quite apt.— Fafparva. 


{The right nag, dn.qlemoh mat Lalana RERIT. 
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lands you ia self- contradiction ; ; when you say-—" please point 
out the colour of the Composite, "—you admit 
the Composite and the ‘ Component’; and by 
admitting these (which bear to each other the relation of cause 
and effect) you stultify yourself; and since this was the sole 
bone of contention between us, thisadmission proves that you 
have renounced the position you had taken up. Even admitting 
what you ha ve said in regard to the variegated colour, we assert 
that the colour of the Cloth is the variegated one.?“ 4 But 
this would mean diversity.” Tour meaning is as follows: 
When one admits the colour of Cloth to be variegated, 
he admits the presence of several colours in the cloth; 
and certainly no single substance can have more than one 
colour; nor can there be one colour in several things.“ 
‘Bat this is not right; because the term variegated’ connotes 
singleness as well as multiplicity; as a matter of faot,- 
the term variegated connotes one as well as many: we have 
the expression ‘ochifram rìpam’ ‘the variegated colour’ 
(singular), ae well ‘chéjrayi r@payi, "variegated colours ' 
(plural). “This is not true; for the term is never 
found applied to a single colour; as a matter of fact, we 

have never found the term ‘ variegated’ used in reference 

to a single colour.” This reasoning is not right; 
as it involves the renouncing of the position taken up; f one 
who does not admit one colour to be ‘variegated’ has to 

renounce the notion of several colours being ‘ variegated ;’ 
for ‘several variegated colours’ is nothing more than the 

collection of a number of single ‘ variegated’ colours. If 
it be held that several non - variegated colours go to make 
up the variegated oolour, —even 30 ‘self contradiction’ does 
colour of the Cloth ie variegated is vouched for by ata N and it node 

“po other proof.—Pulparya, 7 


T The right ede i Maher ed tooks. com 


Var. F. 611. 
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not coase; to assert that the PPE becomes the 
' variegated is as self-contradictory as the assertion that 

‘non-white is white.“ If you accept the view that“ the 
non-pariagated colours of the yarns coming together, produce, 
in the Cloth, the variegated colonr, —then there is nothing 
in this that goes against our tenets. “ But (if the cloth is of 
variegated colour, then) the other face of the cloth should 
be regarded as of variegated colour; that is, in the case 
. where one face of the cloth is of variegated colour, while 
the other is not so, just as when we see the cloth we have the 
notion of ‘variegated colour’ in referenve to one face, so we 
should have, in reference to the other face also, the notion 
that this is a cloth of variegated colour’.” But you 
yourself say that ‘only one fuce of the cloth is of variegated 
colour, and in this case it is not the el, th that is of variega- 
ted colour; as the one fucs is not the Cloth. Why oan- 
‘not we have the notion of variegated colour in regard to the 
said cloth (of which only one face is of that colour)? As a 
matter of fact, the Cloth made up of one face of rariegated 
and another of non-variegated colour is certainly a Cloth of 
vartegated colour; so that il stands to reason that just as 

we have the notion of variegated in reference to one face 

of the cloth, so we should bave in reference 
to the other face also.” Certainly no such 
contingency is possible; one variegated colour cannot be pro- 

ductive of another; how can the variegated colour on one side 
ever produce another (variegated) colour in the whole Object 
(Cloth)? All that can be said is that the two colours of the two 
parts (the two faces of the cloth) produce a new colour in 
the whole (Oloth); this is proved by our actually perceiving 
the whole (Cloth) to be so; andif the whole had no colour, 
it could not be perceived ; the perception of the whole could 
not be due to the,colour/of tips: parimpiyfonkifothis could be 


Var, P. 512. 
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possible, we could have perception® of Wind also; if the 
perception of one thing were due to the colour of something 
else, then it would be possible for us to perosive Wind also 
(which is colourless, through the oolour in Fire)! And, oertain- 
ly there is no perception of Wind. Hence it has to be 
admitted that it is through its own colour that the Composite 
whole is perceived; and the perception of colour in the 
whole Cloth made up of its two faces arises from our com- 
bining the perceptions of the two oolours of its two faces; 
‘but this does not make the whole Oloth colourless. | 
From all this it follows that what the Sutra means is to 

prohibit all regard for the Composite whole, along with its 
accompaniments, and it is not meant to deny the Compos ite; 
just as what has been prohibited is the wrong notion that we 
have in regard to Colour &o., and Colour &o. themselves are 
not denied.. This fact has been exprassel by the sage in 
the following verse | 

he objects of sense-perception, if not duly discrimina- 
ted, lead to evil, so that all persons acting through the sense- 
organs would . become contaminated by evil. 

: Bhagya on 8d. (18). 
[P. 229, L. 8 to L. 7.] g 


Under Sü. 2-1-8384 the Sidghdnfin has put forward, in 
proof of the existence of the Composite, the argument that— 
‘if there were no Composite, there would be non-apprehension 
of all things; aud even though he has been answered by this, 
the Purvapskgin re-asseris his contention [having been re · 
minded of the previous arguments by the reference to them 


in Sü. 4-3-5) :— ; 
rer Safra (18). 


u THS PSROSPTION OF THINGS WOULD BR POSSIBLE; 
JUST LIK’ THY PUROePTION OF THA MASS OF HAIRS BY THE 
PERSON OF Dim vision (SO. 13). . 
„ As a matter of fact, we find that the man whose 
vision is dimmed does not perceive each single hair; and yet 


© In the presed? wouleatipefceptiotissateudevforiedehgics.com 
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he does perceive the mass of hair; ‘similarly though each 
single Atom may not be perceived, yet it would be quite 
possible to perceive a mass of atoms. Thus the perception that 
we have of things (and which the Siddhäntin has put forward 
‘as inexplicable except by the assuming of the composite as 
apart from the component atoms) really pertains tothe masses 
of Atoms (and not to any such thing as the Composite),” 
Vartika on Bü. (18). | 

Though already answered by what has been said under 
Sälra 2-1-34, the Opponent comes forward with the follow- 
ing: The perception of things ete. eto.—says the Sutra. 
Though each hair singly is not perceived by the man whose. 
vision is dimmed yet he perceives the mass of hair; simi- 
larly though each atom singly may not be perceived, yet it 
would be possible to perceive the mass of atoms ; so that the 
perception that we have is to be taken as pertaining to 
masses of atoms,” 

SBfra (14). 
THE EFPCIENCY (DISTINCTNESS) AND DULNESS (INDIS- 

TINOTNASS) OF THE PERCEPTION Is DUR TO THB RFFIOIENOY 

_ AND DULNESS OF THE SENSE-OB8GANS} BUT TESB NEVER GO 

BEYOND THE KANGE OF THEIR RESPROTIVE OBJECTS ; AND 

THEY CANNOG OPERATE UPON WHAT IS NOT THELB OBJECT, 

(Su. 14). 

: Bhagya or Su, (14). 

[P. 229, L. 10 to L. 24]. 

This efficieacy and dulness of the Sense-organs are in 
reference only to their respective objects; and it is from 
this that there follows the distinctness and indistinotness of 
the perceptions, That is, however efficient the Visual Organ 
may become, it can never apprehend Odour, which is not the 
special object of visual perception ; and however dull it may 
become, it cannot fail to apprehend its owa object. Now 
(turning to the case cited by the Opponent) there may be 
some person who, having his vision dimmed, does not perceive 
the hair singlpswwhiletherexmayweenanetherowho perceives 
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the mass of hair; and yet both (the single hair and the mass of 
hair) are 1 the person whose vision is not dimmed. 
[But in all cases the man's eyes apprehend the Hair, either 
singly or in mass, which is an object perceptible with that 
organ}. Atoms, on the cther hand, are beyond the reach of 
‘sense-organs; they never become objects of perception with 
thé organs; they are never apprehended by any sgensė-or- 
gan; —under the circumstances, if the Muss of Aloms were 

erceived, (with sense-oraus) it would mean that the organs 
— operated upon something which is not their object at 
all; for (according to the Opponent) there is no other object 
except Atoms (and Atoms are absolutely imperceptible). 
So that what the Opponent asserts (in Si, 13) comes to mean 
that when the Atoms, being massed, become perceived, they 
renounce their inperoeptibility, —and when, being disjoined, 
they fail to be perceivel, they cease to be objects of percep- 
tion by the sense-organs. All this would be entirely absurd, 
except on the supposition that a new object is produced 
(when the Atoma become massed). From all this it follows 
that what forms the object of perception is an object quite 
distinct (from the vomponent Atoms). 


It might be urged that what forms the object of perception 
is merely the mass (of the Atoms themselves). But this would 
not be right; for Mass is only of the nature of conjunction, 
combination ; and the conjunction of things that are themselves 
imperceptible can never be perceived ; hence the explanation. 
propounded would be highly improper. As a matter of fact, 
the Mass is only the conjunction or combination of several 
thinga; and when we perceive a conjunction—as that‘ thisthing 
is in conjunction with that thing, — it is only the conjunc 
tion of things that are themselves perceptible, and never 
that of things beyond the reach of sense-organs ;—hence the 
explanation put forward cannot be right. | Further, in the 
case of things perceptible by the sense-organs, if they fail to 
. be perceived, there is always found some thing, in the shape 
of an obstruction, that serves to prevent the perception [and 
we do not find any such thing as should prevent our perceiving 
of the Atoms, if they were perceptible]. It follows from all 
this that the non-perception of single Atoms can not be due 
to the inefficiency of the sense-organs ; just as the non-appre- 
‘ hension of Odour &o. by the Eye cannot be due to the inefflo- 
iency of that ngamaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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Vartika on SA. (14) 
CP. 513, L. 8 to P. 514, L. 2] 


The efficiency and dulness &. &o.—says the Sajfra. 
Asa matter of fact, however efficient the Sense-organ may 
become, it never goes beyond its object; e.g., however, 
efficient the Eye may become, it can never apprehend Taste. 
Similarly however inefficient the Sense-organ may become, it 
can never totally fail to apprehend its object, In fact it is 
only in regard to the special objects of the organs themselves 
that the perceptions become distinct or indistiact in aooordanoe 
with the efficiency or dulness of the organs concerned: A 
perception is called ‘distinct,’ when there is apprehension of 
the Community to which the thing belongs, of its specialities 
and of the thing itself as endowed with those; and it is called 
‘indistinct’ when there is apprehension of the Community 
only, The man with dimmed vision fails to perceive the 
single hair, but succeeds in perceiving the mass of hair; 
while for the man whose vision is not dimmed, both (the 
single hair as well asthe mass of hair) become objects of 
perception by the Eye, The Atoms on the other hand are 
beyond the reach of the senses, and never become percepti- 
ble by the Bye; so that it would be most absurd to hold that 
when massed, the Atoms are perceived by the Sense organa, 
and when not massed, they are nut so perceptible; for unless 
some peculiarity is produced in the Atoms, they cannot be- 
come perceptible. From all this it follows that there is such 
a thing as the Composite (composed of Atoms) which forms 
the object of perception. | 


u What forms the object of 8 is ouly the mass 
or group; it isthe massed or grouped atoms that become 
objects of pereepHioniec from https://www.holybooks.com 
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This gannot be; the mass is only of the nature of Con - 
Junction; when we come to examine the mass, it is nothing 
more than the Conjunction (Combination) of Atoms; and the 
Conjunction is perceived only as subsisting in things that 
ure perceived,—the perception of Conjunction always appear- 
ing in the form ‘ this is in conjunction with that’ [where both 
thie and that are perceived]. It is only when a thing is 
ordinarily perceptible that where it fails to be perceived, 
wo always find some eause, in the shapo of obstruction, of 
that non - perception. The Atoms however are never found 
to have the character of being perceptible; and 
hence their non perception (which is a fact) 
could not be due tp the presence of any obstruction &. 


| Sutra (15). 

Tus DIFFIOULTIES IN CONNECTION WITH Composites 
AND COMPONENTS WOULD CONTINUA TILL THB TOTAL NEGW- 
TION OF ALL THINGS: (SU. 15). 


Bhagya on Sd. (15). 


YP. 280, L. 2 to L. b. 

The Opponent pointed out diffloulties in the way in 
which the Composite may subsist in its components, and has, 
on thut ground, denied the existence of the Composite. But 
the components (the pieces that go to make up the Jar, e.g.) 
also have their own component parts; and the said difficulties 
would be applicable to the way in which the Oomponent may 
subsist in its own component parts; so thet, these difficulties 
should either lead us to deny the existence of all things, or 
they would lead us on and on to the mere Atom, which has 
no component parts ;—and either of these. contingencies 
would mean that there does not exist anything that could 
be the object of perception, (the Atoms being imperceptible) ; 
and in the absence of all objects of perception, there could 
be no perception ;—and yet the denial of the subsistence of 
the Composite in its Components is supp to be based 
upon facts of ordinary perception. Thus, when this denial (of 
the subsistence of the Composite &c.) ultimately leads to the 
denial of its very: basisdianthes:fonmhofpPereeption ), it must 


Vår: P. 514. 
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be regarded as striking at its own very root. | Hence the 
fact urged by the Siddhantin under Sü. 2-1-34, remains, 
that if there is no Composite there can be no perception 
at all.] 


Vartika on Sà. (15). 
LP. 514, L. 4 to L. 12.] 


The difficulties &o. &c.—says the Sdfru. Ou the strength 
of difficulties in regard to the subsistence of the Composite 
in its Componeuts, the Opponent has denied the existence 
of the Composite ; but as a matter of fact, these same difficul- 
ties would be found in the subsisting of the Components in 
their own component parts; and these difficulties would 
end either with the denial of all things, or at the Atom, 
which has no further parts (and as such would not have the 
said difficulties). “ How so?” Well, it has been urged that 
the Composite, subsisting in its Components, could subsist 
iu each Component either in its entirety on in parts; now 
the same might be said in regard to the Compouent subsisting 
in its own component parts, —to these latter subsisting in 
theirs; and so on and on, we would have to go on, either till 
we reached the indivisible Atom, or till we denied the ex- 
istence of all things (on the strength of those difficulties). 
Under either of these contingencies there would be no object 
of perception ; and yet the very argument of the Opponent 
“Does the Composite subsist in its entirety or in parts ? ”— 
is meant to be based upon perceptible things. Thus, striking 
at its very basis, the argument demolishes itself. 

Bhagya on Sü. (16). 
[LP. 230, L. 5 to L. 12.] 
But as a matter of faot,— 
Tus TOTAL DENIAL OF ALL THINGS OANNOT BB RIGHT: 
FOB TEB ATOM REMAINS (SO, 16). 
As a matter of fact however, the (Opponent’s) denial of 


things based upon the difficulties in connection with the sub- 
sistence of components and hheirwpartsybwouldmuease at the 
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Atom ; it cannot lead to the total denial of all things. Be- 
canse the Atom has no component parts; and difficulties 
based upon the dividing of things into their component parts 
must end at the thing than which there is nothing smaller. 
For instance, when we proceed to divide a clod of earth, 
into parts, we get at smaller and smaller particles; and this 
division must come to an end at that piece thaa which there 
could bo no smaller piece, and which is fon that account) the 
smallest piece possible; and it is that very thing thaa which 
there is nothing smaller which we call Atom . 


Vartika on Sü. (16). 
(P. 514, L. 14 to L. 19.) 


The tulol denial Jc. §c.—says the Süfra. Asa matter of 
fact, the total denial of all things would not be possible ; as the 
Atom would still be there. The division of things could con- 
tinue only till we reach the Atom; for the name atom 
applies to that at which the process of division ends and than 
which there is nothing smaller. When a clod of earth comes 
to be divided into smaller and smaller pieces, that point 
at which the division ceases, and than which there is no- 
thing smaller, is what we call Atom,’ 


Sura (17). 


Or [rae Aron MAY BR DEFINED as) THAT WALOH 18 
BEYOND THS Diap.— 8d. 17). 


Bhagya on St. (17). 

LP. 230, Ll. 14—15.] 
As according to the Pürvapakga (a) there would be no 
end to the division of things into their component particles, 


® It is only for the sake of argument that the two contingencies have been 
put forward in the preceding Sdgra. It is now showu that the denial of the 
Composite can lead ouly to the postulating of the Atom; and as this is 
imperceptible, the Parvapakga view would do away with all Perception, as urged 
by the Sid Pune de- e. https://www.holybooks.com N 
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and (4) all things would come to consist of equally innumer- 
able component substances, there could be no such thing 
as the Diad. * | 


| Fartika on So. (17). 
[P. 514, L. 19 to P. 515, L. 16.] 


In case the division is not regarded as ending with the 
Atom, then, since the Atom is that which is beyond the Diad,— 
and since (according to the Opponent) there would be no end 
to the division of things into their component 
parts,—the Diad would become something im- 
measurable. Asa matter of fact, the magnitude of the Diad 
is ascertained by means of number, size and gravity. And 
(if there is endless dismemberment of things) then no such 
conceptions would be possible as that ‘in this Diad there is 
so much gravity,’ ‘so many Atoms oa combining become the 
Diad,’ “Why?” Because the very large object as 
well as the Diad would both, ew hypothesi, consist of an end- 
less number of particles; so that just as the large object 
made up of a large number of atoms becomes immeasurable 
through any definite number, dimension or gravity,—so 
exactly the same would be the case with the Diad also, for 
the simple reason that in the latter also there would be an 
equally endless dismemberment of parts, It might be 
held that the division of objects (into their oomponent parts) 
proceeds only so far as its disappearance. But this also 
cannot be right; because, inasmuch as no amount of divi- 
sion can put an end to the divided object, it cannot be right 
to assert that the division proceeds till tho disappearance — 
of the thing. Asa matter of fact, the ‘ division’ always rests 
upon the divided thing; hence it is a contradiction in terms 


Var, P. 515. 


The term ' fruti’, literally, ‘dismemberment,’ bias come to gnean the Diad. 
The point is that unless some end is postulated in the process of division, 
all things would consist of equally innum:rable particles; which would mean that 


the mountain is of thw paare sité an thet grain ofebodsbooks.com 
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to say that ‘ the divided object has ceased to exist’ and ‘ the 
division is there,’ Further, he who regards the Atom 
to be something whose component parts can be further 
analysed, has to admit that the Atom is made up of component 
parts; and if it is made up of parts, the meaning of the term 
‘atom’ should be explained ;—what is the exact meaning of 
the word ‘atom’? Then again, are the component parts of 
the atom of the same division as the Atom, or of a. different 
dimension? If they are of the same dimension as the atom, 
then it would be impossible to explain which of the two is 
the com ositeand which the component; for we never find 
things, which are of the same Dimension, ever bearing the 
relation of ‘composite’ and ‘component.’ If, on the other 
hand, the componants of the Atom are of a different dimension 
—that cannot be right; as that would mean the denial of the 
Atom; that is, the hypothesis would mean that the Atom is 
a product (produced out of the smaller particles); and this 
would be tantamonnt to the denial of the ‘Atom’ as such 
(which by its very nature, mast be indivisible, and an eternal 
constituent cause of things). 
End of Section (2). 
Seotion (3). 
[Satras 18 — 25. 
Regarding the Atom being without paris. 
Bhaeya on Si. (18). 
[F. 230, L. 15 to P. 231, L. 4.) 


The Nihilist, holding the view that "all things are non- 
existent, urges the following argument*® :— 


©The theory of the whole. world emanating from the Void has been dis- 
. posed of under Sifras 4-1-14 to 17. The hypothesis taken up now is that all is 
mere Void. And in course of the refutation of this hypothesis, the Anthor 
proceeds toshow that there do exist certain things that are devold of parts ;— 
this subject being a natural sequence to the conolusion arrived atin the foregoing 
section that there is such a thing as the Conposite, gomposed of Component 
parts, Downloaded. from https://www.holybooks.com 
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Sütra (18). 

[Odjection.]—“Taere OAN BE No SUOH THING (as THE 
INDIVIS(BLE ATOM), ASIT is SURELY PERMBATED BY Å KISHA.” 
(Sü. 18.) 

“ There can be no auch thing as tho impartite eternal Atom; 
—Why ?—Because it is surely permeated by Akasha; both 
inside and outside the Atom must be surrounded by Akasha, 
permeated by it; and being so permeated, it must be made 
up of roe and being made up of parts, it must be non- 
eternal.” 


Var(ika on SQ. (18). 
(P. 515, L. 17 to L. 20. 


The Nihilist, kolding the view that “all things are non- 
existent,’ urges the following argument :— There can be no 
auch & o. &c.—says the Sūtra. As a matter of faot, the Atom 
must be permeated by Akasha; and being so permeated, it 
must be non-eternal ; just like the Jar.” | 


Süfra (19). 


st OR KLSE, AKASHA WOULD BE NOT ALL*PERYADING.” 
(Sa, 19.) 


Bhasya on Sà, (19). 
LP. 231, L. 6.] 
“Tf it is not admitted (that the Atom is pormoated by 
Akasha), then it would mean that there is no Aédsha inside 
the Atom; so that Akdsha would cease to be all pervading.” 


Vishvanatha introduces the section with the following remarks: — The present 
section is introduced with a view to establish the existence of {the impartite 
Atom, in answer to the view that the world being a Void there can be no such 
thing as the Atom, on which tire whole argument of the Siddhanta in the fore- 
going section is hased. 

The real point of this objection, as the Tdfparya points out, is that if the 
Atom is made up of parts, its existence will be open to the same difficulties as those 
that have been shown to beset any ordinary Composite ; so that the inevitable con- 
clusion could be that the Atom is as non-existent as an ordinary tifing,—and that 
nothing is existent, abe. from https:/www.holybooks.com 
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Varfika on SQ. (19). 
[P. 516, LI. 4—5.] 


% Or elae &0. &c.—says the Süfra. Ik there is no Akasha 
inside the Atom, then Akasha ceases to be all-pervading ; 
not being present within the Atom.” 

Safra (20). 
[Answer.]—~—InasMuom AS THB TEBM3 ‘INSIDE’ AND 

‘OUTSIDE’ ABB DENOTATIVE OF OTHKB CONSTITUENT OAUSES 

or THE Prondor, —ruAT OANNOT APPLY TO THE OASE OF 

THE AToM, WAIOH is NoT A ‘Propvor. (Sd. 20). 

_ Bhagya on (Sh. 20). 
P. 231, L 9 to L. 12.) 

When one uses the term ‘inside’ (in regard to an object), 
it stands for that constituent (part) of it which is hidden 
(from view)-by other constituents; and the term ‘ outside 
is applied to that constituent (part) which hides the others; 
and which itself is not hidden from view). Aud [since both 
these terms are applied to parts or constituent causes}, these 
can apply only to such objects as are products; they can never 
apply to the Atom, because it is not a product ; the Atom 
not being a product, the terms ‘inside’ and outside can- 
not apply to it; and the object to which these terms are 
really applicable is oaly a product (composed) of the Atom, 
and not the Atom itself; bacause the Atom is the name of 
that than which there is nothing smaller. 

Vartika on Së. (20). 
[P. 516, L. 5 to P. 517, L. 13.] 


When the Opponent argues that “the Atom must be 
non-eternal, because it is permeated by A,, - be should 
be asked to explaiu the meaning of ‘ permeation’, what is 
really meant when it is said that the Atom is permeated by 
Akasha ? | 

(a) IE‘ permeation only means the relationship of Akdsha 
to the Atom, then what is urged does not go against our 
doctrine ; fomshesmereorelationship of 4kdahe, cannot make 
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the Atom either eternal or non-sternal. (b) If again, the 
Opponent were to put forward mere relationship as the 
ground for non-eternality (of the Atom), in that oase the 
mention of Akasha’ would be pointless, as non-eternality 
would be established by mere relationship (not relationship 
to any particular substance); e.g. when the mere faot being a 
product is sufficient to prove the non-eternality of a certain 
thing, it is not right to put forward (asthe ground of that 
non-eternality) the fact of being produced by Dévada{{a. (o) 
As for mere ‘conjunction’ (which may be regarded as 
meant by ‘ permeation’), this is referred to (by the Opponent) 
later on, under Sd. 4.2-24, as something that has already 
accomplished its purpose; and under the circumstances 
[ik the ‘ permeation ia Si. 18, also meant oaly Ovnjunction] 
there would be a needless repetition of the same (under 
St. 4-2.24). Hence this cannot be the meaning of 
‘permeation.’ (d) If thea ‘permeation’ meant the rela- 
tionship of the inside of the Atom,—that also would not be 
right; as the Atom is not a product ; the terms,‘ inside’ and 
‘ outside ’ denote only the different constituents (causes) of a 
Product; and the Atom is not a product; consequently there 
can be no inside or ‘outside’ (of the Atom). (e) If the 
‘permeation by déasha’ means the relation of Akasha with 
the component parts of the Atom, this also would be exactly 
like the last explanation; the Atom, not being a product 
cannot have any component parts. (f) If again ‘ permea- 
tion’ be taken to mean the dismemberment of the component 
parts of tha Atom,—this also may be taken as already reject- 
ed by the fact that the Atom is not a product;as a matter 
of fact, it is only the component parts of a product that can 
be dismembered ; while the atom is not a product ; and bence 
there can be no ‘dismemberment of component parts in its 
case. Even admittinguthat thevavaracamperent parts in the 
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Atom,—the Asasha ognnot be the cause of their 
dismemberment; for the dismemberment of 
things is really brought about by Action (Motion) ; and there 
is nothing to prove that it is brought abont by Ækāsha also; 
in fact if one admits Akasha to be the cause of the dismem- 
derment of things, he would have to admit tbat no object 
ever remains intact; for the cause of dismemberment, io 
the shape of Akasha, being present (always and everywhere), 
no object could ever remain intact. “But even though 
present, Akdsha would stand in need of other causes (in 
actually bringing about dismemberment).” In that case, 
there can be nothing to prove that the Akdsha also, as apart 
from these other causes, has the power to bring about the dis- 
memberment. (g) If lastly it be held that what is meant 
by the Atom being ‘ permeated’ is that it is hollow in side,— 
that also cannot be right; for that thing alone is called 
‘hollow’ which having its constituent parts intact in all 
parts, has no constituent parts in its interior; and as the 
Atom has no constituent parts, how could its ‘ per meation’ 
mean ‘hollowness™? There can be no other explanation 
possible (of permeation), Hence the assertion —“ because 
it is permeated by Ikäsha —must be regarded as absolute- 
ly meaningless. ; 


Var : P. 517. 


Then as regards what has been put forward under Sì. 
19,—that Ad would cease to be all- pervadiug, if it 
were not connected with the inside of the Atom, — this also 
is not right; as it clearly shows that the Opponent does not 
know what is meant by ‘all-pervading’; when a thing is 
called all-pervading, it does not mean that it must be 
connected with what does not exist’; what it means is that 
itis connected. with every object that has a body (that is 
corporeal), - this is hdi meantivbyogtiopereadingness, And 
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as there is no such thing as the interior’ of the Atom, 
absence of connection with such an ‘interior’ cannot make 
the Akdsha cease to be all-pervading. 
Snfra (21). 
Ir 18 BY REASON OF 1HE PERVASION OF SOUND AND 
oF ConJUNOTIONS, THAT AKASHA IS REGARDED TO BE ALLe 
„ PeRvapina. * (Si. 21). 
Bhasya on Sù. (21). 
[P. 231, L. 14 to L. 16.] 

As a matter of fact, Sounds, that are produced anywhere, 
are found to pervade in 4 ash], and subsist in it ;—similarly 
the conjunctions that take place,—with Minds, with Atoms, 
and with their products,—are also found to pervade in 
Akasha; not a single corporeal object is ever found to be 
disjoined with Asehe. From these two facts it follows that 
Akasha cannot but be all-pervading. 

Vartika on St. 21. 
P. 517, L. 15 to L. 18.) 

It is by reason eto. elo.—says the Süfra. Inasmuch as 
the conjunctions with all corporeal objects pervade in Akisha 
—and as Sounds also, whenever produced by the presence of 
their causes, subsist in Akasha,—and all these have Ak isha 
for their substratum,—it follows that Akasha is all-pervading, 

Sutra (22). 
t ABSENCE OF TRANSFIGURATIONS,’ ' UNoBSTROOCTIVENESS ’ 

AND‘ ALL-P&KRVASIVENESS ARE THB PROPERTIES OF AKN. 

SHA. T (Si. 22.) 


© The Tatparya expounds the ooinpound in both ways (I) Pervasion of Sound 
and of Conjunctions, and (2)‘Porvasion of the Conjunctions of Sounds.’ The 
Bhagya. has adopted:the: former. 

The Vargika reads the Safra as eae aay kc. 

tThis Safra anticipates the followiug objection :— If Akasha is really all- 
pervading, as asserted under the foregoing Safra, then it should offer obstruction to 
things moving init, and it should undergo changes in its shape by such objects ; 
as we find in the case of water; asno such phenomena are found to take place, 
Akisha cannot be all- pervading. 

The sense of the reply is that thie reasoning would be all right, if Akasha 
also, like Water, werewnicedas! %Orpartip aha DED OO KS. om 
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Bhasya on St. (22). 
[P. 231, L. 18 to P. 232, L. 5.] 


There is no transfiguration (or displacement) caused in 
Ākāsha by things moving in it or striking against it; as 
there is in Water by the piece of wood passing through 
it;—and what is the reason for this ? ;—the reason for this 
lies in the fact that Akasha is not made up of parts. Second- 
ly, Akashe offers no obstruction to things moving in it 
or striking against it; that it does not counteract that 
quality of the thing which causes its motion; —and why 
is this soP—It is because Akāsha is not tangible. It is 
only under contrary conditions, d.e. in the case, of such 
objects as aremade up of parts and are tangible,—that we 
find obstruction ; and certainly you can not attribute it to a 
Bubstance where these conditions are not present. 


Further, the character of ‘ product’ must be denied to 
the Atom, because it would mean that the component parts 
of the Atom are smaller than the Atom; if the Atom were 
made up of parts, these parts should be smaller than the 
Atom; — why ?—because it is always found that there is 
a difference of size between the Cause and its Produst ; it is 
for this reason that the parts of the Atom would have to be 
smaller than the Atom; as the Atom that is made up of com- 
ponent parts must be a Product.“ It is for this reason that 
we deny the fact of the Atom being a Product. 


Lastly, the non-eternality of products is due to the 
dismemberment of its constituent cause, and not to ‘vermea- 
tion by Akdsha’ (as held by the Opponent, in Sd. 42-18): e.g. 
when the clod of earth is. destroyed, it is so by reason of the 
dismemberment of its component parts, aud not by the 
entering into it of Akasha. 


Vartika on Si. (22). 
CP. 518, L. 2 to L. 11. 
Absence of Transfiguration eto. eto. —says the Sütra. A 


moving or active object does not transfigure (or displace) 
Akasha; nor does Akasha obstruct the active qualities of the 


® The right reading cha SARNE / MN O Ol. oom 
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moving and active object. — And why?—Simply because 
Akasha is intangible. It is only a tangible substance that is 
displaced by, or obstructs, things; and 4/4sha does not possess 
that property (of tangibility) ; hence it is unodstructive. You 
cannot attribute what you find in tangible and partite things to 
what is the reverse of it. 


We have already pointed ont that if the Atom were fnr- 
ther divisible, it would no longer be the dAlom.—Why P— 
Because the name Atom applies to that at which the 
process of division ends, and than which thereisnothing 
smaller. 


Further, if the Atom were liable to destruction, such 
destruction could be due either to the destruction of its con- 
stituent (cause), ortothe dismemberment of its constituents. 
Asa matter of faot, neither of these is possible in the oase 
of the Atom, because it is not a product, as we have already 
explained. For these reasons we conclude that it is not right 
to assert that the Atom must be non-eternal, because it is 
permeated by Akasha” (Süd. 4-2-18). 

Safra ,23). 


(The Nihilist]—“ Bur rae Atom must BR MADE UP 
OF COMPONENT PARTS ; BECAUSE IT is ONLY OORPOREAL OB- 
JECTS THAT HAVE ASHAPE. (Sù 23). 
Bhasya on Sü. (28). 
LP. 232, Ll. 7-9. 

“ As a matter of fact, shape belongs to only such things 
as are limited and tangible, —such shapes as triangular, 
rectangular, square, and globular; and this shape is only 
a particular arrangement of compouent parts ;—Atoms also 


are endowed with the globular shape ;—hence these must be 
made up of component parts.“ l 


The Varjika aud Vishvauäßha construe the Sugra as propounding two reasons :— 
‘The Atom must be made up of componeuts,—(a) because it is corporeal, 
and (5) because it ia@ehapaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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Varjika on Sd. (23). 

[P. 518, L. 13 to L. 16.) 

But the Atom eto. eto. — says the Safra. (4) Atoms must be 
made up of component parts, because they are corporeal ; (B) 
because they have a shape, Atoms must be made up of parts; 
every object with shape, e.g. the Jar and such things, are found 

to be made up of parts ;—the Atoms have shape ;—therefore 
they must be made up of component parts.” ° 
| Sutra (24). 
“ALSO BROAUSE THEY ARB CAPABLE OF CONJUNCTION 
{ ATOMS MUST BE MADE UP OF COMPONENT PakTs],” (SQ. 23). 
Bhasya on Sü. 24). 
[P. 232, L. 11 to L. 21]. 

“When an Atom comes between two other Atoms 
and becomes conjoined to them, it brings about separation 
between them; and from this separation it is inferred that 
the intervening Atom is conjoined, ia its fore-part, with the 
Atom lying behind it, and, in its aft-part, with the Atom 
appearing in front of it; and these fore and aft parts are the 
‘component parts of the Atom. Similarly when the 
Atom becomes donjoined in all its parts, it must be regarded 
as having component parts all over.” 


Var ia on SQ. (24). 
[P. 518, L. 19 to P. 519, L. 5.] 


4 Also because etc, etc.—says the Südfra. What the Sutra 
means is that the Atom must be made up of component parts, 
because it is capable of conjunction. ‘What is asserted iu 
this Süfra has already been said under the preceding Sttra, 
where the fact .of the Atom having a shape has been put 
forward; and it is only a particular form of conjunction that 
has been spoken of by means of the term shape. What 
is said under the present Sütra is not what has 


been already said before; what has been 
spoken of as ‘ shape’ is a particular form of conjunction among 
the componeht parts of the Atom; while what is spoken of as 
‘conjunction’ ig mere conjunction in general ; so that the 
objection doesmmebilidiagainstipusww) Theodiference between 


Vår. P. 5-19. 
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the terins corporeality, ‘shape’ and ‘conjunction’ is as 
follows] —(a) the corporeality' belongs to only such objects 
as are limited in extension, and it consists in the six kinds 
of dimension, —small, largo, long, short, extremely small, 
and extremely short;—(5) Shape is that particular kind 
of conjunction which is also called ‘ prachaya ’, ‘ collocation ; 
—and (e) Conjunction’ is ‘approach preceded by non- 
approach.“ 


Bhagya on Sù. (25). 
[P. 232, L. 14 to P. 288, L. 6.} 


[The Bhagya answers the arguments of the Nihilist, as 
follows ]— 


(A) As regards the argument—“ The Atom must be made 
up of component parta, because it ts only corporeal objects that 
have a shape” (SQ, 23),—this has been answered by us 
already. What is the answer that has been given? 
The answer given was—(a) that there can be nothing smaller 
than that at which the process of division comes to an end 
(P. 280, L. 9);—-and (4) that the Atom cannot be regarded 
as a product, as, if it were so, then the parts of the Atom would 
be smaller still (P. 231, L. 22). (B) As regards the 
argument—“‘also because they are capable of conjunction” 
(Sa. 24), which means that “the Atom can bring about 
separation only if it is tangible, and conjunction not 
pervading over the whole of its substratum, it must be 
divisible into parts”,—this also we have answered by 
pointing out that itistrue that the Atom is tangible, but 
the separation caused by the intervening Atom is due to 
its being an obstacle in the way of the coming together of 
the two Atoms,—and not to its being made up of component 
parts. But the Atom being tangible and causing sep- 
aration, inasmuch as the conjunction of the Atom does 
not pervade over the whole of its substratum, the Atom 
must be divisible into parts, and it would appear as if it were 
made up of component parts.” This also we have answered 
by pointing out (above)—(a) that the process of division 
must end at a thing than which there is nothing smaller, and 
(b) that the Atom cannot be regarded as a product, ast that 
would mean thatvitepartsnarepstillemallemks.com , 
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As regards the arguments—“(a) Because il is only 
corporeal objects that huve a shape (Sd. 24', and (ò) because 
Atoms are capable of conjunction (St. 24), Atoms must be 
regarded as being made up of component parts ’,—these 
arguments 

CANNOT SET ASIDE (THE FACT OF ATOMS BEING IMPARTITB', 

BECAUSE THEY LFAD TO AN INFINITE HEGBESS, AND INFINITE 

REGRESS OANNOT BE RIGHT (Sūtra 25). 

The arguments put forward mean that everything that 
is corporeal, and everything that is conjunct,—all these are 
made up of parts; and as such these arguments lead to an 
infinite regress; and infinite regress cannot be right; if 
infinite regress were right, then alone could the said argu- 
ments have any force. Consequently these cannot set aside 
the fact of Atoms being impartite. 

Further, as a matter of fact, it is possible for the division 
of an object to completely destroy that object ; hence it is not 
possible to carry on the process of division till the disappear- 
ance of the object, 

If there were an infinite regress (such as is involved in 
the Opponent's arguments), it would mean that in every object 
there are endless component substances ; so that (a) there should 
be no conception either of diverse dimensions, or of gravity,— 
and (ö) after the dismemberment of the component parts of 
the Atom, the Composite and the Component would have to 
be regarded as of equal dimension. 

Vartika on Sd. (25). 
LP. 519, L. 5 to P. 524, L. 2.] 

The arguments cannot set aside, eto., eio.— says the Stra. 
Firstly, as regards the argument —“ because they are corpo- 
real, Atoms must be made up of component parts, —this is 
not conclusive ; the component parts of the Atom, for instance, 
would be corporeal and yet without parts; so that the premiss 
of the argument is not true. (With a view to avoid this 
difficulty) it might be held that “there will be component 
parts of the Atom also; — but in this manner, the Diad would 
be immeasurable, either by gravity, or by number, or by 
dimension,+~seqwehave already explained d ander SQ. 4-2-17.) 
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“ But the corporeal object would go on being divided until it 
reaches the end.” In that case that which is left at the end 
would have to be regarded as without parts. That which 
is left at the end is division itself.“ That cannot be; for 
there can be no division without something to be divided. 
In fact only the following alternatives are possible: —(a) the 
division ends with the Atom ; (2) the division ends with the 
disappearance (of the thing divided); and (3) the division 
is endless. (1) Now if division be held to end with the 
Atom, then your reasoning involves self-contradiction; for 
in reality the Atom is with shape and is yet not made up of 
parts. What is the self-contradiction in this?” [When 
you say that the division ends with the Atom] you admit 
the Atom to be without parts and to have a shape, and yet 
you assert that it is made up of parts; and this assertion of 
yours is contrary to your former admission. (2) and (3) If, 
on the other hand, the division be held to be either without 
end, or to end with the disappearance of the thing, —even 
so (1) there would be self-contradiction, (2) there would be 
the incongruity of the Diad being immeasurable (if thore were 
no end to the division), and (3) the division would be with- 
out a substratum (if the division went on till the disappeare 
ance of the thing). 


Further, in your Proposition ‘the Atom is made up of 
parts,’ the two terms are mutually contradictory. “ How so?” 
The expression ‘made up of parts’ means that the thing 
has been produced out of, and subsists in, a homogeneous 
substance,—the component part being the homogeneous 
substance in which it subsists; so that when it is said that 
the Atom is made up of parts, it means that the Atom isa 
particular kind of product; and to call it the atom, and 
then to say that it is a particular kind- of product, involves 
a self-contradiétiondn sermsnttpfForvthsybveryconame atom 
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connotes that which is the final constitutent cause of things, 
which, as such, can never be a product]. If you hold that what 
is generally called the ‘Atom’ is preceded by (produced 
out of) just one (smaller) Atom ;—then this would mean that 
the Atom is not made wp of paris; according to this view 
there would be no component purts in the 
Atom; all that it would mean would be that 
being preceded by (produced out of) Atoms, the Atom is a 
product. And this assertion would be untenable, as there 
could be no instance to substantiate such a proposition; 
there is no instance available to show that there is 
any thing produced out of a single constituent cause. Fur- 
ther, in the event of the Atom being produced out of a single 
constituent cause, there wonld be no need of causal appurie- 
nances or. factors; so that there would be no such thing 
as the previous non-existence’ of the Atom [as the previous 
non-existence ’ of a thing is that point at which all its causal 
factors are present and all that remains is the actually 
coming into existence of the thing; so that in a case where 
there are no causal appurtenances, there can be no ‘ previous 
non-existence ]; — and there can be ‘producing ' (or. ‘coming 
into existence) of that of which there is no previous none 
existence. But in the case of Sound it is admitted that 
there is previous non-existence, even though it is preceded 
(produced) by a single sound.” This also is not true; in 
the case of Sound there is not only one cause; what really 
bappens is that one Sound is produced by another Sound, 
only as aided by several factors in the shape of the partic- 
ular receptacle and so forth. 


Var. P. 520. 


Even admitting that the Atom is produced out of a single 
Atom,—what would be the meaning of its being made up of 
parte? Which (Atom) would be the composite, and which the 
component parnbswnrSaldatoatoms whiohigithes canso would be 
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the component part.” In that case, since the cause-atom 
would not be existing at the time that the product-atom 
exists, you would have to explain what the meaning would 
be of being with parts.“ 

Then again, when the Opponent argues—“ because the 
Atoms are corporeal, they must be made up of parts,”—he 
should be asked the following alternative question: What 
is that ‘body,’ ‘mér{i,’ by virtue of which the Atom is called 
‘corporeal,’ ‘mtrfiman’? If there is such a ‘body,’ is it 
something different, or non-different, from the Atom itself ? 
If the ‘ body’ consists of a particular Colour &c.,—then, in 
accordance with your tenets, there is nothing that could be 
‘corporeal’ by virtue of such a ‘ body’; for according to you 
there is no proof for the existence of any Atom apart from 
Colour &c.; you hold that the Atom consists of Colour &o. 
in their minutest form; and what is itself only Colour &c. 
cannot be regarded as ‘corporeal’ by virtue of the same 
Colour &. And if the ‘body’ is not different from the 
Atom, then we dq not see what could be the meaning of the 
possessive affix, ‘mafup’ (in ‘ mirfiman,’ cor poreal ). “ But 
even in the case of non-different things, we find the possess- 
ive affix used : when, for instance, we speak of the army as 
being ‘hasfima{z,’ equipped with elephants’.” Our ans- 
wer to this isthat we have never found the possessive affix 
used in the case of non-different things; (as regards the 
example cited) we have already shown above (in aghyaya II) 
how the ‘army’ is something different (from the elephant 
&o. constituting it). Thus then, if the Atom is not some- 
thing different (from Colour &c.,), and there is no body 
(ok the Atom), the statement atoms are made up of parts 


„ Whey the part is not present, how can the product, whole, be said to be with 
paris? 


tAm safvateisvmtonggdtherrightpesding yin apyoomipent 
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because they are corporeal,’ comes to mean that Colour &e. 
are endowed with Colour &., because these are possessed 
of Colour &.“! This same reasoning also disposes of the 
argument that “the cloth must be made up of parts, because 
it is corporeal ” for the ‘cloth’ also you do not admit to be 
anything different from Colour &o.; nor do you admit its 
corporeality ; and yet you assert that ‘the cloth is made up 
| of parts because it is corporeal,’; and if by 
this statement you admit the cloth to bo 
something different, then you stultify yourself; while if 
you do not admit if, then your desired conclusion is not 
proved ; for the right corroborative instance is that which is 
endowed with both qualities (the probans and the proban- 
dum), while in the case of the cloth, ‘being made up of 
parts cannot mean ‘ corporeality.’® 

What has been said above algo serves to dispose of the 
Opponent's argument—“ Atoms must be made up of parts 
because they are capable of conjunction ” (Sd. 4.2.24). For 
it Conjunction is admitted (as something different from 
Atoms), then there is self-contradiction (on the part of the 
Nihilist); while if it is not so admitted, then the“ premiss 
(‘because they are capable of conjunction) means ‘ because 
they are atoms’! If it be held that ‘capability of conjunc- 
tion’ means being endowed with a peculiar configuration,— 
then such a probans would be what is not admitted (by both 
parties); for being endowed with a peculiar configuration 
means exactly what is meant by ‘being made up of parts. 
If by ‘configuration’ you mean that particular dimension 
of things which is not all-pervading,—in that case being 
endowed with configuration would mean the same as being 
corporeal '; so that there would be no point in putting for: 
ward both the premisses—‘ because they are corporeal ’ and 


© This is an obscure passage : we have pnt upon it the best construction possible. 
But the sense is not Anite eked from https:/www.holybooks.com 


Var. P. 521. 


BHASYA-VARTIKA 4-2-25 1623 


because they are endowed with a peculiar configuration. 
It has alev been pointed out, (says the Bhägya) that the pro- 
cess of division must end ata thing than which nothing is 
smaller, and that the Atom cannot be regarded as a product, 
as that would mean that its parts are still smaller. 


Another way in which the Opponent puts his argument is 
as follows:“ Because the Atom is capable of conjunction, 
that Atom, which, appearing between two other atoms, 
becomes connected with both, must have parts. This same 
idea is expressed in the following verse :—‘ Since there is 
simultaneous connection with six atoms, the Atom must 
have six parts ; if all six occupied the same point in space 
Di. e. subsisted in the same substratum] æ the aggregate 
would still remain a mere Atom. That is to say, inasmuch as 
(in the Triad) the Atom becomes simultaneously connected 
with six Atoms, it must have six parts, because the several 
connections must be in different parts of it; if all the connec- 
tions were in the same part, then the aggregate formed of the 
six Atoms could still be a mere Atom. 


[Our answer to the above is as follows]—If what you 
speak of is in reference to each pair of Atoms (that aro in 
contact with a central atom), then the conjunctions certainly 
do not appear in the same substratum ¢ [That is, one con- 
junction, that of the first Atom with the central atom, 
appears in the first atom, while that of the second atom 
with the central Atom, appears in the second Atom, so that 
they do not appear in the same substratum, and yet this 
does not prove that the Atoms have parts}. If, on the other 
he. td, what is said is in referente to that central Atom with 
which the other Atoms are connected, then, inasmuch as 
e Faire explaine “ gasha’in this context as equivalent to Adar, 
‘ enbetratram.’ 

t The reading Slowing: the Pafparywis Mf oom 
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the several conjunctions of the latter would subsist in the 
| single central Atom, there would be nothing 
objectionable in the statement -that the con- 

junctions (of the single Atom) with the several Atoms appear 

in the same substratum, Then, as regards the assertion 
(in the second part of the verse) that “ the conjoined Atoms 
would occupy the same point in space (i. e. subsist in the 
same substratum) ”,—this is not right; because we do not 

hold any such view: [ according to our view], there is no 
such thing as ‘substratum’ for the Atom; how then could 
they be said to subsist in the game substratum? * Further, 
asa matter of fact, there is no object in nature that subsists 
in precisely the same substratum as another thing ; so that the 
example cited in support of the Opponent’s reasoning must be 
untrue (unkno wn). ‘But the Cause and its Product do 
subsist in the same substratum; e, 9. when the Jar comes 
to be connected with a piece of Cloth, it becomes connected 
also with the yarns (constituting that cloth), and also 
with the parts of those yarns. [So that instances are not 
wanting in support of the allegation that several atoms 
subsist in the same substratum’ J.. This is answered by 
the simple fact that we do not admit of any such thing; what 
happens (in the case cited) is that the conjunctions subsist 
in the same substratum, and not the Cause in its Product. tł 

© What subsists in a substratum can never be the Atom; as the Atom does not 


subsist in anything; so that in the case in question what would subsist in the 
saime substratum would be the Coxjusctions, not the Atoms. 


t What we are denying is the fact that two things cannot subsiet in the same 
eubstratuin,—i.¢. they cannot inhere in the same substratum ; we «do not deny the 
conjunctions subsisting in the same substratum ; aud it is only if severaljatoms subsist- 
ed in the same substratum, by iskerexce, that they would remain a mere atom; and 
there would be no enlargement in their dimension; ¢ g. the several qualities of Colour, 
Odour, and Taste inhering in the same object do not enlarge its dimeusion three- 
fold; and the reason for this lies in the fact that these qualities are immaterial, incor- 
poreal, and as euch can inhere in the same substratum. Iu the case of corporeal 


substances, on the GM, fo” du ˙νννẽẽ a Wate Game substratum is 


Var. P. 522. 
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[Tbis has been said after admitting, for the sake 
argument, the hypothesis of the Opponent.] As a matter of 
of fact however, Conjunctions also cannot subsist in the 
same substratum as the conjunction subsists between each 
separate couple of things . So that the allegation“ all six 
subsisting in the same substratum,” —is not true, either as 
referring to the co-subsistence of the substances (Atom), or as 
referring to the co-subsistence of the conjunctions. 


Another argument propounded by the Nihilist is~ 
“that in which there is diversity of space-points (as there 
is in the Atom, which combines with several Atoms 
on its several space-points) cannot be regarded as one 
[Hence that which is regarded as one Atom must be 
regarded as consisting of several parts]. But who says 
that there is ‘diversity of space-points’ ? What are regarded 
as the several space-points’ are only so many contacts with 
Space ; and when we speak of ‘diversity of space-points’ in 
regard to the Atom, we do so on the basis of the assumption 
that there are such imaginary contacts with space; in 
reality there is no ‘ diversity of space-points’ in the Atom; 
nor is there any diversity in the Atom itself; the only fact 
that remains is that the Atom is in contact with space; and 
this is not incompatible with our theory. ‘In that case, as 
there would be no points of space in the Atom, there should 
be no shadow, nor screening.” But shadow and screening 
are due, not to presence of space-points, but to corporeal- 
possible; so that if the conjunction of these does lead to the enlargement of dimen- 
sions, there is nothing incongruous in this. Thus it is not true that the 
conjunctions of one Atom with several Atoms would not lead to an enlargement 


of the atomic dimension; for what would prevent such enlargement would be their 
co-inherence in the same substratum, aud not conjunction with them.—T d fparya. 


© That is, when the fruit is in the basket, they form the substratum of the 
conjunction between the fruit and basket ; while of the conjunction between a 
part of the fruit anda part of the basket, the substratum consists of these 
parte, and not of tl Nu A Racket tienselwes Nolybooks.com 
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ity and tangibility $ it is only a corporeal and tangible ob- 
ject that screens another object. “ What is the meaning of 
this screening?” What it means is that the Object beiug it- 
self connected (with something) prevents the connection 
(with that same thing) of another object. Shadow also is 
due to the screening of the atoms of light; i.e., the corporeal 
Atom screens the atom of Light; and there is ‘Shadow’ 
where this screening takes place. In fact‘ Shadow’ is the 
name applied to such substances, qualities and actions as 
are connected with a smaller amount of Light (than the adjac- 
ent things) ; and when those same substances have all light 
completely turned away from them, they come to be called 
‘Darkness,’ Thus, as the phenomena of sha- 
dow’ and ‘screening’ are capable of being 
otherwise explained, they cannot serve as valid reasons (in 
support of the proposition that Atoms are mado up of parts). 

What has been said above also disposes of the following 
reasons (that have been put forward in support of the conten- 
tion that Atoms are made up of parts) :—(«) Because they 
have action, (ö) {because they are tangible,’ (c) because 
they are productive of substances, (d) ‘because they are 
the substratum of that faculty which is the cause of motion, 
(e) ‘ because they are endowed with priority and posteriority,’ 
and so forth. In what way are these disposed of?” The 
argument— Atoms must be made up of parts because they 
are corporeal —has been found to be beset with defects in 
the Proposition, and also with defects in the premises; and 
these same defects—which fall under one or other of the 
fallacies of ‘ Oontradiction,’ Untruth, ‘ Inconclusiveness ° 
&o. may be pointed out in every one of the above-mentioned ` 
reasonings propounded by the Opponent. The rest is clear 
in the Bhagya. 


j EEE r a | 


Var, P. 523. 
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There are some people who seek to prove that Atoms 
are not-eternal ” on the ground of their having activity, and 
so forth. These people can only mean that this character of 
having activity ’ is either the disoloser or the producer 
(of non-eternality). Now if the presence of action were the 
* producer ’ of non-elernality, then anything that happens to 
be without action would have to be regarded as eternal. If 
what is meant by ‘action’ is being born, then the allegation 
of the Opponent comes to mean that Atoms are non-eternal, 
because they are born ” ; and as a matter of fact, this charac- 
ter of being born is not accepted by all parties in regard to 
Atoms. If, on the other hand, the character of ‘ having 
activity is meant to be only the discloser (of non-eternality), 
then, in that case, somathing else will have to be pointed out 
as being the cause of the ‘non-eternality of Atoms; for it is 
not in the nature of the discloser that it should bring into 
exiatence the thing that it discloses ; what the discloser does 
is only to disclose, or bring to view, what has been brought 
into existence by something else; e.g. the Lamp does not 
bring into existence a thing that did not exist before and 
then illumine it. If the Nihilist means by- ‘ action’ in this 
connection, such actions as those of ‘ Throwing Upwards and 
the rest, that are postulated by other philosophers,—=:hen he 
stultifies himself. This same reasoning applies to the case 
ok the Jar and such things that have been cited (by the 
Opponent) as corroborative instances. Further, when a cer- 
tain thing is spoken of as ‘ having activity,’ what is meant 
is that activity is inherent init. If the Nihilist admits this, 
he stultifies himself; if he dovs not admit it, then his argu- 
ment amounts to the allegation that “ the atom is non-eternal, 
because it is the atom.“ [As for the Nihilist, the Atom is not 
something distinct from its Colour, Action &c. ]. Then again, 
the possessive affix is used only in connection with something 
that differs fromthe: ftinimgosthatpogsessesont ; so that the 
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use of this affix (in the term Kriyava{{vat,’ having action) 
involves ‘self-contradiction’ on the part of the Nihilist; 
while if the thing (Action) is not held to be something differ- 
ent (from the Atom), then he can have no instance in corrob- 
oration of his allegation. 


In the manner shown above, other allegations of the Oppo- 
nent also may be disposed of in detail and refuted. 


Jt may be argued by the Nihilist that he puts forward 
the aforesaid reasons only as they are admitted by other 
philosophers (so that the urging of them cannot involve self- 
contradiction on his part). But, in that case, if he admits 
them as cognised by means of the Instruments of Right Cog. 
nition,—then why should be call them admitted 6% others’? 
While if they are not so cognised, then, why should he seek 
EA to propound, for the convincing of others, a 

fact which he has not himself rightly appre- 


hended ? 
E End of Section (3), 


Section (4). 
I8Sutra 26—37.] 
Refutation of the Denial of the Ewternal World. 
Bhasya on SO. (26). 
[P. 233, L. 6 to L. 18.] 


{The Bauddha Idealist says]—‘‘ You take your stand 
upon Cognitions, and then go on to assert that the objects of 
these Cognitions exist ; but all these Cognitions are wrong 
notions, If these were right notions, then alone could the 
proper examination of Cognitions enable us to form an idea 
of and comprehend the real character of their objects.* 


© The foregoing two sections have proved that all ordinary things are made 
up of component parts, and that the Atom is not sọ made up,—we are now led on 
to discass the question as to whether or not external objects exist. It is only 
when external things exist that there can be any occasion for considering whether 
or not they are comjositiaaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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| Satra (26). 
[Pūrvapakga])—“ As 4 MATTER OF FAOT HOWEVER, 
‘WHEN WE OOME TO ANALYSE THINGS BY OUR REASON, WE 

FAILTO APPREHEND THEIR REAL OHARACTER; AND THIS 

NON-APPREHENSION MUST BE LIKE THE NON*APPREHENSION 

OF THE ‘ CLOTH’ AFTER THE YARNS HAVE BEEN ABSTRAOT- 

ED.“ Sutra 26). | 

When we come to analyse each yarn in the Cloth,—as 
‘this is a yarn, this is another yarn,’ and so forth,—we 
fail to perceive in it anything else besides the yarns, which 
could be the real object of the notion of Cloth; and since 
we do not perceive things as they are ordinarily conceived 
of, it follows that no such things (as the Cloth) exist; so 
that the Cloth being non-existent, if there is a notion of 
‘Cloth,’ it must be a wrong notion, similarly with all 
things.“ f | 

Vartika on Sa. (26). 
[P. 524, L. 3 to L. 15.] 

“On the basis of Cognitions you regard things as existent; 
but the cognitions are all wrong; if they were right, then 
a careful scrutiny of them would have enabled us to appre- 
hend the real nature of things. As d matter of fact however, 
etc. etc.—says the Süfra. The objects of cognition,—the 
Jar, the Cow and so forth—do not exist in reality; - why P-— 
because when we come to examine them by our reason, we 
fail to apprehend them as distinct from one another. Æ.g. 
when we come to analyse our notion of the ‘Cloth,’ we find 
that it is made up of the several notions of ‘yarns’; and 
there is no such thing as the Cloth, which could form the 
object of the notion of ‘Cloth’; similarly when we come to 


t. Baugghakarikaagoy fee cr ANN 
Ar frefiracaret fre Nef feet: u 
Satish Ch. Vidyabhüsapa finde in this Sitra an echo of the Madhyamika 
safras. | 
¢There is no Cloth apart from the yarns; there is no yarn apart from its 
parts ; and so on up to Atoms ; of Atoms also we cannot perceive the real character. 


Hence from Atom dpan Gedo psa. dated Www .holybooks.com 
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analyse our notion of the yarns, we find it to be made. up 
of the notions of the parts of the yarns; and so with the 
parts of these parts, t". we reach the Atoms; and when 
we come to analyse the Atoms themselves, we reach a point 
where nothing remains. Thus all things being non-existent, 
it follows that the notions of such things as the Jar, as 
also of such things as the ‘ Cow,’ are wrong.” 


Süfra (27). ` 
(Siddhänja]—THR BRASON PROPOUNDED IS INVALID ; 
AS IT INVOLVES SRLP-OONTRADIOTION. (Sd. 27). 


Bhasya on Sù. (27). 
(P. 283, L. 15 to L. 17.) 


If an analysis of things by reason is possible, then it is 
not true that the real nature of things is not apprehended; 
if, on the other hand, the real nature of things is not 
apprehended, then there can be no analysis or scrutiny of 
things by reason. So that to allege, that there is analysis 
of things by reason *—and the real nature of things is not 
apprehended,” involves a contradiction in terms. We 
have explained all this under Si. 4-2-15, where it has been 
pointed out that—the difficulties in connection with Com- 
posites and Components would continue till the total nega- 
tion of things.’t 


Vartika on St. (27). 
[P. 524, L. 17 to P. 525, L. 7.] 


The reason propounded ia invalid eto. elc.—Says the Söfra. 
It is not right to say that when we analyse things by reason, 
all things are found to be non-existent.— Why ? Because it 


~The right reading ie sarat gear e ee e as found 
in Puri B, 

t When the real nature of a thing is not comprehended, how can there be 
analysis of it by reason? [As regards the analysis of things put forward by the 
Opponent under the preceding Sigra] the process of analysing must end at a certain 
point; if it did not, then the Diad would become immeasurable, &. &c. Ac. as 
pointed out before. S$\afpanged from https://www.holybooks.com 


BHASYA-VARTIKA 4-2-28 1631 


involves self-contradiction. ‘* What- self-contradiction is 
there? The self-oontradiction consists in incompatibility ; 
that is, if there can be analysis of things by reason, then 
things cannot be non-existent; and if things 
are non-existent, then there can be no analysis 
of things by reason. 


Var. P. 525. 


When the Opponent asserts that all things aro non-exis- 
tent, he should be asked his proofs for this, If he does 
adduce proofs, then he stultifies himself;* while if he 
does not adduce proofs, then, in the absence of proofs, 
his purpose (of establishing his proposition) fails to be accom- 
plished. If the purpose of establishing a proposition could be 
accomplished without proof, why could not the proposition 
that ‘ all things are existent’ be regarded as established? In 
fact, the flaws that we have indicated iu the view put forward 
under Sit. 4-1-37—viz. all must be non-entities, because all 
things are known to be mere negations of one another, —are 
found also in the present: doctrine of the Idealist. 


Sura (28). 
TSE NON-APPREHENSION (OF THE WHOLR) APART (PROM 


ITS PARTS) 18 DUB TO THE FAOT THAT I SUBSISTS IN THESE. 
(St. 28.) i 


Bhasya on Sa, (28). 
LP. 234, L. 2 to L. 5.] 


As a matter of fact, the Product subsists, is contained, in 
its Causes; it is for this reason that it is not apprehended 
apart from these latter; there is separate apprehension only 
when the contrary happens to be the case; that is, two things 
are separately apprehended only when one is not contained 
in the other. 


© ‘Proof’ being included under ‘all things,’ the adducing of the proof would 
mean the abandoning of the position that nothing can be known, everything is 
non-existent. Downloaded from https://Awww.holybooks.com 
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Then again, the analysis of things by reason does lead to 
the distinct apprehension of things, —as is found in the case 
of Atoms, which are imperceptible; that is that which is 
perceived by the senses, when it comes to be analysed, is 
surely recognised as different (from the imperceptible Atoms).* 


Vartika on Sd. (29). 
[P. 525, L. 7 toL 12.) 


It has been argued by the Opponent that —“ if the Cloth 
and such things were something distinct (from their compo- 
nent parts), then the analysis of the yarns could lead us to 
the apprehension of the cloth ;—our answer to this is as 
follows :—the non-apprehension is due ꝙc. &. —- says the Sf ra. 
Asa matter of fact, the product is contained in the cause ; 
hence it is not apprehended apart from the latter; there is 
separate apprehension only when the contrary happens to be 
the case; that is, when between two things, there exists 
neither the relation of cause and effect, nor that of the con- 
tainer and contained, then alone we apprehend the one apart 
from the other. ; 

N. Safra (29). 
IN BEALITY THINGS ABE COGNISED BY MKANS OF THE 
INstRUMENTS or Riaut Coonition. t (Sd. 29). 


Bhagya on Sü. (29). 
[P. 284, L. 7, L. 11.] 

When things are analysed by reason, what sort of apprehen- 
sion of the real nature of things we have, and how we have 
it,— and also what sort of apprehension we do not have, and 
how we do not have it, —all this is known through what we can 


eln the case of ordinarily perceptible composites and cowponents—where 
both are perceptible, e. g. the cloth and the yarns,—it may be difficult to appre- 
hend the composite as distinct from its parts. But when it comes to the compo- 
site thing, whose components are atoms, the distiact apprehension becomes quite 
easy ; the composite being perceptible while the component is not peroceptible.— 
Tafparya. . 

TThis Sara ie meant to show that even in the case of ordiuary things, where 
the composite and its componentsare both perceptible, we do have the distinct 
apprehension of thinge idotitixirsahclnitaetén wf a tpargaks.com 
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cognise by means of the instruments of right cognition. In 
fact the very ‘analysis of thinga by reason’ consists of what 
is cognised by means of the instrumonts of right cognition ; 
as it is only such cognitions that pervade through all sorip- 
tures and all actions, as also all activities of living beings. 
It is only when one comes to examine things by his reason 
that he comes to determine that a certain thing exists and 
another thing does not exist And such an examination or 
analysis does not warrant the conclusion that nothing exists. * 


(Vartika on Sd. 29). 
[P. 525, Li, 14-15.] 


In reality things are cognised Sc. Fo. —says the S#fra. 
What exists and in what manner it exists, —as also what 
does not exist, and in what manner it is non existent —all 
this is ascertained through what we cognise by means of 
the instruments of right coguition. The rest is clear in the 
Bhasya. 


Siifra (30). 


BY REASON OF THK POSSIBILITY AND IMPOSSIBILITY OF 
Poors [the Paroapaksa allegation becomes untenable]. 


(SQ. 30). 
Bhagya on Sü. (30). 


[P. 284, Li. 18-16.]. 


Under the circumstances, the allegation nothing exists 
is untenable—Why P—-By reason of the possibility and im- 
possibility of proofs. That is, if proof is available in support 
of the allegation that nothing exists, then the allegation 
becomes self-condemned :—if, on the other hand, no proof is 
available in support of the allegation, how can it be establish- 
ed? If it can be establishe 1 without proofs, then why cannot 
the assertion all things exist be regarded as established? 


® The df parya construes this last sentence with the fotlowing Safra. It 
appears better to construe it with the foregoing Bhdgya. The connection of the 


next Safra follows eons lite cety¥rosnsttigetibmww.holybooks.com 
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Vartika on Sü. (30). 
(The Var{ika has nothing to say on this Sora.) 
Suüfras (31) and (32). 
[The Idealist objects to what has been said in Sü. 30,J— 
„RE NOTION OF BBALITY IN REGARD TOTHB ‘ IN- 
STRUMENTS OF RIOHT COGNITION’ AND ‘ OBJECTS COGNISED * 
(BY MEANS THEBEOF) is SIMILAR TO THB NOTION OF THR 
REALITY OF DREAMS AND THE OBJECIS DRBAMT OF; (Si. 31) 
—on, IT MAY BE LIKENED TO THE NOTIONS OF BBALITY IN 
REGABD TO MAGICAL PHENOMENA, IMAGINARY CITIES IN 
THE Aig, AND THE Mirae.” (Si. 32). 


. Bhagya on Sü. (81) and ($2). 
[P. 234, Ll, 18-19. ] 

“In Dreams, no objects dre existeat, and yet we have 
the notion of reality in regard to them; similarly neither 
‘Instruments of Cognition’ nor Objects of Cognition are 
really existent, yet we have the notion of reality in regard 
to ‘Instruments of Cognition and objects cognised’ by 
means thereof. [And it is not so in Dreams only, in the 
waking condition also, we have several such notions of 
reality in regard to things not really existent; e.g. magical 
phenomena &c. &o.].“ 


Vartika on Sü, (31) and (32), 
P. 525, LI. 18-20.] 

“The notion of reality &o. &c.—says the Süfra. In 
dreame, no objects exist, and yet we have the notion of things 
dreamt of being really existent; similarly neither ‘ Instru- 
ments of Cognition’ nor ‘ Objects of Cognition’ really exist, 
and yet we have the notioa of these being real.” 

Sutra (33). 

[Axewer.J—Sinos THERE is No REASON (IN SUPPORT OF 

IT), THB Proposition (or THE OPPONENT) CANNOT BE RE- 

GABDED AS [ESTABIAGHED: htSyBSpolybooks.com 
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Bhasya on Sü. (33). 
[P. 235, L. 1 to L. 11.] 


As a mattter of fact, there is no reason in support of the 
view that the notion of Instruments and Objeots of 
Cognition are like the notion of reality in regard to things 
dreamt of, and it is not like the cognition of things during 
the waking state; —and since there is no such reason, the 
Proposition cannot be regarded as established, In fact there 
is no reason to show that what are cognised during dreams 
are non-existent things. ‘Inasmuch as things dreamt of 
are not perceived when the man wakes up, (they must be 
regarded as non-existent).” [According to this reasonin 
of yours] inasmuch as we do apprehend the things cognis 
during the waking state, the existence of these cannot be 
denied ; if, from the fact of our not apprehending, on waking, 
the things cognised in dreams, you infer that these things 
are not existent,—then it follows that the things that we 
do apprehend when awake, are emistent, because they are 
apprehended ; so that the reason you put forward (in proof 
of the unreality of things dreamt of) is found to have the 
power of proving a conclusion contrary to your tenets. It is 
only when the existence of things can be inferred from their 
apprehension, that you can infer their non-existence from 
their non-apprehension.“ And if under both circumstances 
(of dream as wellas of waking) things were equally non- 
existent, then non-apprehension could have no power at all 
(of proving anythiog); when, for example, there is non- 
perception of Colour when the lamp is absent, what justifies 
our attributing the noa-perception of Colour to the absence 
of the Lamp is the fact that the Colour is existent,t (and 
would have been perceived if the lamp were there). 


The right reading is qarara SRAM epreeateate: fceufft as found in 
Puri B., and countenanced by the Varfika. 


We can attribute the non-perception of colour to the absence of lamp, only 
if we know that colour is existent, and would have been perceived if the lamp were 
there. If all things were always—during dreams as well as during the waking 
state--ron-cxistent, then their non-perception vould not prove anything at all; 
asin that case we could have no such notion as that ‘if it existed, it would have 
been perceived. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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Further, you have to show cause for the diversity that is 
found in dream-cognitions: e.g. one dream is beset with 
dread, another with joy, and yet another is deyoid of both; 
while at times one does not dream of anything at all. Accord - 
ing to the theory under which the dreum-cognitions are due 
to real causes, the said diversity can be explained as being 
due to the diversity in those causes.“ 


Vartika on Sd. (83). 
[P. 526, L. 4 to P. 527, L. II.] 


What has been alleged by the Opponent cannot be 
accepted; as there are no proofs in support of it; no proofs 
have been adduced by the Opponent in support of his allega- 
tion that—“ the notion of reality in regard to things is like 
the notion that we have in dreams.” ‘‘Apprebension itself 
constitutes the proof; that is, what proves the fact that the 
things apprehended during the waking state are non-existent 
apart from Consciousness is the phenomenon of Apprehen- 
sion itself,—the apprehension during dreams serving as the 
corroborative instance. f This proof is ineffective : because 
the instance cited is as unproved as the Probandum itself 
[that objects dreamt of hve no existence is as open to 
doubt as that objects perceived during waking have no ex- 
istence} What is the proof of your allegation that “ the 
things that are npprehended during dreams have no existence 
apart from consciousness"? The proof lies in the fact that 
they are not perceived when we wake up.“ Ifyou mean by 
this that—“ because the things are not perceived by us 
when awake, they must be non-existent, "—this can have no 
foroo; as you have introduced a qualifying term (‘when 


® This explanation cannot be available for the Idealist, for whom there is no 
real object at all. 
ft The argument being thus formulated— Things perceived during the waking 


atate have no existence, because we have apprehension of them, --just as we have 
of things dreamt bf&Wnloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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awake’), which implies that those that are perceived by us 
when awake do exist; either this is the implication of the 
qualifying term, or the qualified phrase, “because they are 
not perceived by us when awake,” has no meaning. Further, 
if you regard the thing perceived by us when awake as 
non-existent, what is your reason for believing that the Mind 
exists i 

Secondly, the fact of non-apprehension during the waking 
state, which you put forward as the reason for your allegation, 
has no validity at all; bacause non-apprehension is found to 
have the power (of indicating something) only under circum- 
stances contrary to what you allege; that is, as a matter of 
fact, the non-apprehension of a thing can prove its non-ezis- 
tence only if its apprehension ba taken as proved by its existence ; 
so that non- apprehension can serve as an efficient reason 
only under circumstances contrary to your assertion. 


[The Idealist states his position with reasons] —“ There 
are no objects apart from Consciousness, because they are 
capable of being apprehended, like Sensation and the rest. 
Sensation and the rest, being capable of apprehension, have 
no existence apart from Mind ; similarly Objects also. ” 


(The Varfika answers the Idealist’s argument as follows! 


As a matter of fact, Sensation is Pleasure and Pain, and 
‘Consciousness’ is Cognition; and since Oognili on is some- 
thing different from Pleasure and Pain, the instance you 
have cited in corroboration of your reasoning is not applic- 
able at all. That Pleasure and Pain are differeat from 
Cognition is proved by the fact that while the 
the former are ‘objects apprehended, the latter 
is ‘apprehension’ itself, and certainly Apprehension is some- 
thing different from the apprehended object, Even if Oogni- 
tion were non-different from Sensation, yet there could be no 
instance to shamiodhatiénApprehensionpoagdoh Apprehended 


Var, P. 527. 
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Object are one and the same; the action and its objective 
can never be one and the same, If you persist in regarding 
the two as one, without heeding what is vouched for by real 
experience, —still such a conception would be contrary 
to your doctrine that there are four forme of Conscious- 
ness. Ik the fourfoldness is not admitted, and mere Cogni- 
tion or Idea be insisted upon as the only thing perceived,— 
then the person holding such views should be asked to explain 
the ordinarily perceived diversity of Cognitions. There being 
no eternal or external cause for tie diversity of Cognitions, 
whence does there arise diversity in Cognition? Ifhe admits 
that the diversity in Cognitions is like the diversity in 
dreams, —he should be forced to admit that in Oognitions 
the diversity is due to the impressions of real entities seen 
and experienced during life (the diversity in dreams being 
due to these]. If he should persist in believing that in 
dreams the diversity is due to mere fancy @ (not necessarily of 
real entities), he should be met with the fact that there is 
always some distiqction between the fency and the fancied ob- 
ject; the fancie l object is not the same as the fancy (So that if 
the diversity in dreams is due to fancy, this fancy must per- 
tain to some real entity]. 
Su fra (84). 
Like ReweMeranog AND DESIRR, TAB COGNITION or 
OBJROTS IN DREAMS ALSO— 


Bhasya on Sd. (34). 
LP. 235, l., 14 to P. 286, L. 7.] 
has for ite object something that has been previously appre- 
hended [this has to be added to complete the Sütra J. Just 
as Remembrance: and Desire have for their objects previously 
apprehended things, and are incapable of lending support 
to the denial of the reality of such things,—so in dreams also 
the cognition of things has for its object things that have 


The right ngaling Je SERN en 
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been previously apprehended; hence these also do not justify 
the notion that no such things exist. Thus in reality the 
Dream-cognition is always one that has its object previously 
perceived in the waking state; and when the sleeping man 
who has seena dream wakes up, he recognises the dream- 
cognitions as his own, the idea in his mind being ‘this is 
what I saw in my dream. And it is only in relation to (and 
in comparison with) the said waking cognition that we come 
to’the conclusion that tho Dream-cognition is unreal. That 
Bh. P. 286. is to say, when on waking one recognises the 
Diream-cognition—as this is what I saw in my 
dream — it is the recognition that leads him to the conclusion 
my cognition of things in the dream is unreal.’ If 
there be no difference between the two, the proof becomes 
meaningless; that is, he for whom there is no difference 
(on the point of reality) between the waking and the dream- 
cognition, for him the proof or reason,—that ‘the notion of 
Instruments and Objects of Cognition is like the notions of 
things in a dream’ (SQ. 31) —can have no meaning; for 
he has denied the very basis of such an allegation ; the idea of 
a thing as what it is not (i. e. a wrong notion) —is always 
based upon a real original (counterpart); e. 9. the concep: 
tion of the pillar, which is not man, as ‘man’ is always 
based upon a real original; i. e. until the original, the real 
man, has been perceived, one can have no conception of 
‘man’ in regard to what is not man. Similarly the concep- 
tion of things in a dream,—such as ‘I have seen an 
elephant,’ ‘I have seen a mountain,—can only rest on the 
basis of some real counterpart (the cognition of real elephants 
and mountains).“ 


Varjika on St. (34). 
[P 527, L. 11 to P. 529, L. 13. 


The dream - cognitions that rest upon such diverse 
things as city chariot and so forth, are unreal; and as 
suvh they can appear only on the basis of their similarity to 
certain oognitions during the waking state. When the 
Opponent asserts—“ for me all cognitions would be unreal, — 


® Unless one has had a previous cognition of the real object, he can have uo 
wrong conceptions invegued dedtirom https. holy boołs. oom 
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he sbould be questioned in regard to the original counterpart 
(of the unreal cognitions); for we never find any wrong 
notions without a real counterpart. 


The man who does not admit the adins of anything 
except Consciousness should be asked to explain the real 
character of Demonstration and Refutation. If these are 
held to be something external, then it involves self-contra- 
diction on the part of the Opponent; if on the other hand, 
they are held to be of the same nature as Consciousness; 
then, since the Consciousness of one maa is never apprehend- 
ed by another, no conclusion could be proved (for 
the benefit of another person, by such demonstration and 
refutation); as a matter of faot, one man does not know 
the dream dreamt by another person, until it is described to 
him. If (with a view to escape from this difficulty) Con- 
sciousness itself be regarded as having the form of words, — 
then the upholder of this view should be asked 
to explain the exact signification of the term 
‘form’ as occurring in the expression, ‘ Consciousness 
bas the form of words’; as a matter of fact, when, by reason 
of similarity to a counterpart, one thing is conceived of as that 
(counterpart) which it is not then alone is that thing said 
to have the ‘form’ of the other thing; and since ander 
your theory, there is no such real entity as ‘word, the ex- 
pression ‘Consciousness has the form of words’ can have 
no meaning. 


Further, he who does not admit of things besides Oon- 
sciousness, should be asked to explain the difference between 
the waking and dreaming conditions :—as for him, just as 
there are no real objects of dream-cognitions, so also there 
are no real objects of waking cognitions; so that to what is 
due the notion that ‘ this is the dreaming and that the waking 
condition’? ‘And'¢hecresulttol/thie.1nemdistinction between 


Vir. P. 528. 
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the waking and dreaming cognitions would be that thérd 
would be no distinction between Merit and Demerit (Virtue 
and Sin); for just as no demerit or sin attaches to incest 
committed in a dream, so would there be none attachiug to 
that act committed during the waking state! “ Difference 
hetween the waking and dreaming conditions is due to the 
fact that while in one the man is beset with slesp, in the 
other he is not so.’ Even if the Opponent admits this, the 
difficulty still remaias, —how does he know that the influence 
of sleep causes derangement in Consciousness? If again, 
he should admit this difference (between the waking and 
dreaming conditions) that in one the cognitions are distinct, 
while in the other they are indistinct,—then, he: should 
explain what sort of distinctness or indistinctness there can 
be in ‘ cognitions ’ when there are no real objeots.s But 
even in the absence of real objects we find diversity in the 
cognitions.” You mean by this as follows:— From among 
persons born under the influence of similar destinies, while 
some {on death) have sight of a river full of pus—though iu 
reality neither the river nor the pus is there; and though 
one and the same thing cannot have several forms, yet in 
regard to the same river we find diversity in the cognitions : 
Some other persons see that same river as full of water, 
others again as full of blood, and so forth; from all which 
it follows that in each case the Cognition appears in that 
particular form in accordance with the inner conscious - 
ness of each person, and it has no external basis iu the shape 
of an object.’ But this view is not tenable; as it involves 
self-contradiction, When you say—" there being no exter- 
nal object, the Cognition itself appears in thut particular 
form,”—you render yourself open to the question as to what 
is meant by the Cognition appearing in that form. If (it is 
meant that) the Cognition has the form of the blood, then 


® Throughout thinpacsge Rigris atis: Vending Surchi ERAT for QENT. 
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you should explain blood , —what is blood ? Similarly you 
should explain the forms of water and river.“ Further, 
in the sentence ‘they see the river full of pus,’ when we 
come to examine the words one by one, we 
find that they can have no meaning; as (accord- 
ing to the doctrine that nothing but Consciousness exists) 
there are no such things as ‘Colour’ and the other phases 
of Consciousness, Further, (under the Opponent’s doctriue) 
there can be no restriction as to place &c.; that is, when no 
object exists, what would be the reason for the fact that 
persons see the river of pus in one place, and not another? 
He for whom there is something really existing in a definite 
form,—for him it is quite possible that all cognition in any 
other form should be wrong; and wrong cognitions, if they 
appear, never completely discard (do away with) their 
(real) counterpart; so that it behoves the Opponent to 
explain what is the counterpart of the cognitions of pus’ sia 
the rest; and just as in the case of the cognition of pus’ 
80 also in the case . the cognitions of magical phenomena, 
imaginary cities, miragic water and so forth (it would be 
necessary to point to real counterparts). 

The Bauddha Idealist brings up the following further 
argument:—‘ [Under the theory of the Siddhangin] the 
‘impression ’ is left by the deeds of the man in one place, while 
its result appears in an entirely different place. That is to 
say, the result of an act should appear in the same place 
where the act is done; but for him who admits of things 
other than Vonsciousness, ths act is done in one place, while 
its result appears in another place ; so that the action and 
its result are not co-substrate.” è 


Var. P. 529, 


For example, the man perforins the Putrégti in the present body, while he 
gets the son after several months and appears elsewhere than in the Body of the 
performer. According to the Idealist, the act of performance aud the birth of the 
eon, both appear in the same Series of Consciousness’ that constitutes the entire 
personality of theDmamoaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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There is no force in this argument; as we do not admit 
any such thing; we do not admit that the act and its result 
are not co-substrate; the act and the result both accruing to 
the Soul; so that our theory is not open to the objection 
urged.*® 

[The Varfika formulates arguments in support of the 
reality of external things|—Objects are something different 
from my Consciousness, — (a) because they are possessed 
of generic and specific properties,—like the Consciousness 
appearing in another series; — (ö) because they are cognis- 
able by the Instruments of Right Cognition ;—(c) because 
they are preceded (brought about) by Merit. 


Bhasya on Sd. (35). 
[P. 236, L. 7 to L. 22]. 

Such being the case, 

THE DESTRUCTION OF WRONG APPREHENSION FOLLOWS 

FROM TRUE KNOWLEDGE ; JUST AS THERE IS DESTRUCTION OF 

THE OONOEPTION OF THINGS DURING A DRBAM, ON WAKING. 

(Stra 35'. 

When one has the conception of man in regard to the 
Pillar, this is ‘wrong apprehension,’—being the apprehen- 
sion of the thing as what it is not; whereas when, in regard 
to the Pillar one has the conception of ‘ pillar, this is True 
Knowledge’ ;—and what is set aside by ‘True Knowledge’ 
is the wrong Apprehension, not the object,—the generic 
character of ‘object’ being common to the Man and the 
Pillar. 1 Just as when the man wakes up, the cognition 
that he has sets aside the conception of things that he had 
during dream,—and not the object in general. Similarly 
in the case of magical phenomena, imaginary cities and 


® According to us the mere birth of the son i. not the result, but the pleasure 
caused by the birth, and pleasure isin the Soul; similarly the cause of it is not the 
mere Act, but the Merit produced by it, 

t When we subsequently cometo recognise the pillar as ‘ pillar,’ all that this 
proves is that our former cognition of it was wrong, not that the ‘man’ (as which 
the pillar had been formerly apprehended) is non-existent, nor that the former 
cognition had no o Herti rcd from https://www.holybooks.com 
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mirage, we have the cognition of things as what they are 
not; and these wrong apprehensions also are set aside, in the 
manner described above, by True Knowledge, which does 
not set aside the fact of the cognitions having some sort of 
an object. As a matter of fact, in the case of magic &o. also, 
the Wrong Apprehension has ie got some basis in reality ; 
for what happens in what is called ‘magic’ is that the man 
equipped with the necessary appliances, takes up a real 
substance similar to that whose illusion he intends to pro- 
duce, and in regard to this real substance, he brings about the 
wrong apprehension in another person ;—in the case of the 
‘Imaginary City,’ what happens is that either Snow or some 
such real substance actually comes to assume the shape of a 
city, and hence, from a distance, people come to conceive of 
it as ‘City’; that this is what really happens is proved by 
the fact that the illusion does not appear when there is no such 
substance as the said Snow ;—similarly again, when the 
Sun’s rays, coming into contact with the heat radiating from 
the Earth’s surface, begin to flicker, there arises the notion 
of water in regard to it, by reason of the perception of 
the common quality of (flickering) ; that this is so is proved 
by the fact that when the man draws near, or when the 
Sun’s rays are not there, there is no such illusion. Thus 
we find that in the case of every Wrong Apprehension there 
is some sort of real entity at the bottom somewhere, and 
no Wrong Apprehension is entirely baseless. We also find 
that there is a distinct difference in the character of the two 
cognitions,—viz: (a) that of the magician and his audience 
(the former regarding the magic phenomenon as unreal, 
and the latter believing itto be real); (ò) that of the man 
at a distance and of one who is near at hand, the former 
regarding the ‘imaginary city’ and the ‘ miragic water as 
real, while the latter has no idea ofsuch things at all; and 
(c) that of the sleeping man and of the waking man. All 
this diversity would be inexplicable if everything were 
non-existent, and as such entirely without any name or 
character. 
Vartika on SQ. (350. 


[P. 529, L. 17 to P. 580, .] 


Such being the case, she deatruction of Wrong A pprehen- 
sion &o. &o.——saya the NRE Aps Ahe eanceptiomof the pillar 


BHASYA-VARTIKA 2-2-36 1645 


as man is wrong apprehension; and this wrong Apprehen- 
sion is set aside by the True Knowledge (of the Pillar as 

pillar‘, which latter does not set aside the 
general character of ‘ object,’ which is com- 
mon to the Pillar and the Man. Just as the conception of 
things apprehended in a dream are set aside by the waking 
cognition of things, which latter however, does not set aside 
the general character of ‘object.’ The rest is clear in the 
Bhasya. 


Var: P. 630. 


Sura (36). 

Having disposed of the Idealist, who, while deny- 
ing the reality of the Baternal world, admits the 
Idea,—the Author next takes up the Nihilist, who de- 
nies the Ilea also|—IN THE SAMR MANNER, THE EX- 
ISTENOE OF THE ‘ APPREHENSION’ AISO (CANNOT BE DENIED) ; 
BECAUSE WR AOTUALLY PRBORIVE ITS CAUSE, AS ALSO ITS 
BEAL EXISTENCE. 

Bhagya on Si. (36). 
P. 237, Ll. 2-4.] 

Just as the existence of the object of Wrong Apprehen- 
sion cannot be denied, so that of the Apprehension itself 
cannot be denied ;—why ?—(a) because we actually perceive 
its cause, and (b) because we actually perceive its real ex- 
istence ; (a) as a matter of fact, we are actually cognisant of 
the cause of Wrong Apprebension ; and (b) Wrong Appre- 
hension also is found to appear in every person, and is 
actually cognised as such, being, as it is, distinctly cognisable. 
From all this it follows that Wrong Apprehension actually 
exists. 

And when even Wrong Apprehension is real, Bight Ap- 
prehension is all the more so]. ä 

Vartika on St. (36). 
LP. 530, L. 5 to L. 8.) 


In the same manner &. &. — says the Safra. There is 
always a cause for Wrong Apprehension. “What is that 


cause?” It gonsists of (a) the perception of common pro- 
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perties, (v) the non-perception of specific properties and (o) 
the imposition of suck specific characters as are not actually. 
present (in the thing). When one admits that there are 
Wrong Apprehensions, it behoves him to point out its cause; 
and when one admits its cause, he must admit its object’ 


also. 
Sutra (37). 

Wrona APPREHENSION HAS A DOUBLE OnARBAO TER, 

BASED UPON THE DIFFBRENOB BETWERN THB REAL, OBJECT 


AND THE COUNTERPABT.* (SQ. 37). 


Bhasgya on Sa. (37). 
I P. 237, L. 6 to L. 12. 


The real object is the Pillar, and the ‘ counterpart is 
the Man; and whenever there is a wrong apprehension of 
the Pillar as Man,’ both of these —the real object and the 
counterpart—are manifested in it quite distinctly, and the 
misapprehension is due to the preception of their common 
properties ;—simuarly there is misapprehension of the Flag 
as a line of cranes; of a piece of stone as a pigeon, In fact, 
Wrong Apprehensions are possible only in regard to similar 
objects, because they are brought about by the perception 
of common properties (belonging to two or more similar 
objects).t (For these reasons, he for whom everything is 
without name and form, — aovording to such a person there 
can. be no possibility (of Wrong Apprehension). 

As regards Odour and other such objects of Cognition, 
the notion of ‘Odour’ &o. (i. a. of the things in their own 
character),—which would be regarded (by the Opponent) 


© The Baudgha argues that, since the object of Wrong Apprehension is 
non-existent, that of Right Apprehension also must be non-existent. This is 
what the present 8a fra traverses. The idea is that the object of Wrong Appre- 
hension also is not entirely non-existent : What forms the object of Wrong Ap- 
prehension has a dual churacter—that of the real object Pillar and also that of 
the counterpart ‘Man’; and though in the character of man the object is aon- 
exletent, it is really exletent in the character of Pillar. 

t The reading in the pridted test is wrong. The right reading is either 
(a) emer UCELAY or (b) AN qe W N as in Puri B. 


We bave adopted timnateaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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as Wrong Apprehensions,—must, in fact, be regarded as 
True Apprehension ; for the simple reason thatin the case 
of those Cognitions, there are no two things involved — in 
the shape of the real object and its counterpart,—nor is 
there the perception of any property common to two or more 
things. 

From all this it follows that the allegation that—* the 
conceptions of the Instruments and the Objects of Cognition 
are wrong — is not right. 


Varfika on Sd. (87). 

Wrong Apprehension &. &0.—says the Süfra. The real 
object’ is the Pillar, the ‘counterpart’ is the Man; and it 
is only when both of those are manifested that we have 
Wrong Apprehension. The rest is clear in the Bhagya. 

nd of Section (4). 


Section (5) 
[Süfras 88—49.] 
The Development of True Knowledge. 
Bhagya on Sü. (38). 
LP. 237, L. 12 to L. 17.] 


It has been said above that when there is True Knowledge 
of the causes of Defects, there follows the cessation of the 
notion of ‘I.’ Now the question arises—How is True 
Knowledge brought about? 


® The reality of the External World and of Cognitions baving been 
stablished, the Author reverts to what was said under Sätras 4-2-1 et seg. in 
convection with the causes of Defects, where the process was described. 
This cannot be regarded as sufficient for the purposes of the enquirer; as 
the True Knowledge there in described cannot do away with such illusions 
and wrong apprehensions as are of the nature of Direct Apprehension ;— 
hence it becomes necessary to describe such True Kuowledge as may be of the 
character of Direct Apprehension—Parishudghi. 


This is the particular form of ‘True Knowledge’ that is referred to by the 
question with which the Bhagya introduces the Sdtra.— Vardhamana. 

Vishvandtha addu—The Knowledge produced by. the Scriptures is momen- 
tary, like all cognitivue;)leadéhat ombetipst//weasee ty erlöst, CeTong notions would 
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(Trus KNOWLEDGE PRocERDS] FROM THE PRAOTIOB OF 

A PABTIOULAR FORM OF MEDITATION e (SQ. 28) 

When the Mind having been abstracted (withdrawn) from 
the Sense-organs, is kept steady by an effort tending to 
concentration,—the contact that takes place between this 
Mind and the Soul, and which is accompanied by a con- 
scious eagerness to get at the truth, is what is called Medi- 
tation.’ ¢ During this meditation, no cognitions appear in 
regard to the objacts of the senses. From the practice of 
the said Meditation proceeds True Knowledge. 


Vartika on Sti. (38). 
[P. 530, L. 12 to P. 531, L. 9.) 


Kt has been said above ihat from the True Knowledge of 
the cause of Defects follows the cessation of the notion of ‘1’; 
now the question arises—How doss Trus Knowledge come 
about? It comes, says the Sira, from the practios of a 
particular form of Meditation. The rest is clear in the 
Bhagya, 

Objection :—" The Internal Organ (Mind) being all-pervad- 
ing in its character, no abstraction of itis possible. I 
you mean by this that—“ since the Internal Organ is all- 
pervading, how can there be an abstraction of it? — then 
our answer is that thereis no force in this; as this has been 
| again continue to appear and entangle the Soul. Honce it becomes necessary to 
explain the process by whioh the said True Knowledge may be developed and 
amplified and rendered capable of putting an end, once for all, to all possibility of 
wrong notions appearing again. 

® Tho exact reading of thie SOfrais uncertain. Sd. Ms. D. and Vishvaui¢ha 
read as in the printed ioxt ; Puri Sd, Ms. reads Neff NN (which is appa- 
rently wrong); the Tafparya reads NH HN UN though the Nyayus ach- 
inbangha reade as iu the printed text. Sü. Ms. O. however reads Nπ²— 0 fefta- 
amana? et N: 

t By concentration’ is meant tlie keeping of the Soul within its own abode 
in the lotus of the heart. As such concentratiun is present also duriug deep sleep, 
we have the additional qualification which is accompanied by é&c.’—whioh ex: 
cludes Deep Sloep.2<f\4{parygei from https://www.holybooks.com | 
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already answered. How the Internal organ is not all-pervad- 
mg we have explained before (in course of our refutation 
of the Sanya), by pointing out that in reality the Internal 
Organ is atomic. te But in that case the perceiving of 
the movement of one’s own limbs would not be possible. 
eT i If you mean by this that— He whose Internal 

. organ is atomic can never have the perception 
of the movement of his own limbs; as the atomic Internal 
organ could not be in contact with the (moving) hand and 
the eye at one and the same time, —then our answer is 
that this is not right; t because the effort (required for the 
movement of the hand) and the perception can very well 
appear at one and the same time, on account of the contact 
of the Soul, the Mind and the Body being simultaneous ; that 
is, the contact of the Soul with the Body, and that of the 
Soul with the Mind [come about simultaneously ; so that the 
movement of the limb would be due to the contact of the 
Soul with the Body, § while the activity of the visual organ 
(necessary for the perceiving of the said motion) would be 
due to the contact of the Soul with the Miod;—and while 
the movement of the man’s limb is due to his effort, his 
perceiving of it is brought about by the contact of the object 
perceived (i. e. the moving limb) with the says of right 
emanating from the eyes. Further, inasmuch as we do 


© The moving of the hand is due to the effort of the Soul operating on that 
limb, so that when the Hand moves it should be in contact with the Mind; 
similarly when something would be seen by the Eye, the Eye would have to be 
in contact with tbe Miad. Now if the Mind is atomic it cannot be in contact 
with the hand and the Eye at one and the same time ; hence the man could never 
see his own moving hand. 


t Though the N ia not essential, yet it is better to have it, 

t The right reading is eqrerqarctcaeayTarenyy: d . 

§ The teading in both editions is wrong. The right reading is qarerardtca- 
eld as found inothedAeanen https://www.holybooks.com 
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not postulate any ‘ parts’ for the Soul, the objection can 
have no force against us. If the Soul had parts, then alone 
could it be said that the Mind is in contact with one part 
of it, while the Body isin contact with another part, and 
then alone would the objection regarding the perceiving of 
the movements of one’s own limbs have some force :—he, 
however, for whom tlie Soul has no parts, cannot be affected 
by the said objection ; as (according to him) the. Mind could 
very well be in contact with the Soul which is also in contact 
with the Body. 
Bhésya on Sü. (39). 
DP. 237, L. 17 to P. 238, L. 3]. 

[ Ohjection]— It has been said that during Meditation 

T cognitions appear in regard to the objects of the senses; 
ut 
s THIS is NOT POSSIBLE ; (A) BECAUSE CERTAIN OBJECTS 

ARB EXTREMELY POWERFUL,” == (Sütra 39). 

“In some cases, Oognitions will appear, even in the 
“absence ofany wish on the part of the person; so that 
“what bas been asserted cannot be right;—why P—be- 
“cause certain objects are extremely powerful. As a matter of 
“ fact, we find that sometimes, even though the raan has no 
“ wish for the cognising, the cognition does appear, as .we 
“find in the case of the thundering of the clouds and 
“ such things (which we canuot help hearing, even against 
“our wish). So that the said particular kind of meditation 
te cannot be possible. 

Vartika on Sd. (39). 
[P. 581, Li, 11—12.] 

This is not possibleeto, eto.—says the Safra. The said prac- 
“ tice of the partioulur Mind of Meditation is not possible; be- 
s cause in some cases even though the man does not wish it, the 
the Cognition does appear; as we find in the case of such 
things as the thundering of the clouds and the like.” 

Süfra (40). | 
“ (B) ALSO BECAUsSR CoGNITIONS ARE BROUGHT ABOUT 
DO DRI wS Bb 40)ks.com 
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Bhagya on St. (40). 
[P. 288, Ll. 5-6.] 
“ Such things as Hunger and Tuirst, Heat aud Cold, and 


Disease bring about cognitions even against our wish. 
Hence no ‘concentration (or one · pointedness, of the Mind) 


is possible.“ 
Varlika on St. (40). 
' lk. 531, L. 14.15.] 


Also because &. fo.—says the Sūtra. Cognitious ure 
brought about “ by Hunger and Thirst, evon against our wish ; 
hence also the said particular kind of Meditation is not 


possible.“ 
Bhasya on Siftra (41). 
P. 238, L. 6. to L. 11), 

It is possible that the man may renounce Meditation 
and become agitated, and there may also be causes tendiag 
to bring about such agitation as constitutes an obstacle 
to Meditation ; but even so,— 

MEDITATION WOULD BB BROUGHT ABOUT BY THB FOROR 

OF THB FRUIT OF WHAT HAS BEEN FREVIOUSLY ACCOMPLISHED 

(Sa. 41). l 

‘What has been previously accompliahed —stands for the 
Merit and Wisdom, acquired in previous lives,-which serve 
to bring about True Kaowledge ;— Force of the fruit stands 
for the faculty born of Yogic practices; if there were no 
fruits of: such practices, people would never pay any heed 
to them; even in the case of ordinary worldly acts, we find 
that constant practice produces a certain faculty. 


Vartika on Sü. (41). 


[P. 581, L. 17 to P. 532, L. 6.] 

Meditation is brought about fc. fo.—saya the SHra. What 
has been previously accomplished stands for the particular 
form of Meditation practised in the preceding bodies ;—the 
‘fruit’ of that is Merit, and this is what again 
brings about another particular kind of. 
Meditation; anduthiscpartioulaswiindpodisMeditation leads 


Var. P. 582, 
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to the suppression of external objects. Even in the case 
of the ordinary man it is found that when he is rapt in 
meditation, even though the external objects may gather 
round him, yet no cognitions appear for him; how 
much more so then should this be the case with the Yogin ? If 
Cognitions were to appear simply because there are external 
objects gathering round the man, then such Oognitions would 
appear also after Final Release; because for the released 
man also, certain external objects do gather round him, so 
that cognitions should still go on appearing, (which is 
absurd). 
Bhagys on Sü. (42). 
LP. 288, L. 11 to L. 16.] 

It is for the removal of the obstacles (to Meditation) 

that— | 


THERE is THE ADVICE THAT YOGA SHOULD BE PRACTISED 
IN FORESTS, OAVES AND RIVER-BANKS. (SO, 42). | 


The Merit produced by the practice of Yoga follows the 
Soul in other births also; and when the Merit that brings 
about True Knowledge has reached a high stage of 
development, and the Exercise of Meditation has assumed 
high proportions,—True Knowledge appears. We have 
actually found that Meditation serves to suppress the force 
of even powerful objects; as for example, even the ordinary 
man says—‘ My mind was elsewhere, I did not hear this,’ or 
J did not know this.’ 


Väͤrftita on St. (42). 
[The Var{ika has nothing to say on this Sūtra. } 
Bhagya on Sü. (48). 


IP. 289, L. 17 to L. 19.] 


[Says the Opponent]—“ But if you admit the fact (urged 
in Sü. 39) that on account of the force of certain extremely 
powerful objects, Cognitions appear even against the man’s 
wisb,—then, 

EIS CONTINGENOY WOULD ARISE ALSO UPON FINAL 

RELEASE ",Bo{Suadt8 rom https:/Awww.holybooks.com 
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Even when the man has become released, it would be 
possible for Oognitions to appear, by reason of the force of 
external objects.” : | 

Vartika on Sh, (43). 


(The Vartika bas nothing to say on this Sütra.] 
| Süfra (414). 
Not so; por COGNITION IS SURE TO APPEAR ONLY IN 
THE ACCOMPLISHED Bopy. (SQ. 44.) 
Bhasya on Si. (44). 
[P. 233, L. 21 to L. 23.) 


It is only when the Body, —as the receptacle of Activity, 
Soense-organs and Objects,—has been accomplished, under the 
influence of Karma (past deeds) that the presence of this cause 
makes the appearance of Cognitions sure to come about; 
so that however powerful the external object may be, 
it is not able to bring about Cognitions ia the Soul; for the 
external object has been found to have that power (of bringing 
about Cognitions) only when it is ia contact with a Sense- 
organ, {And no such contact is possible in the case of the 
person who has attained Final Release}. 


Vartika on Sd. (440. 
[P. 582, Ll. 10-11.] 

Not so eto, ele.—says the Süfra. It is only when the 
Body is there that the external object gives rise to Cognitions, 
—and not when there is no Body. 

Süfra (44). 
AND THERE IS ABSENOE OF THAT WHEN FINAL RELEASE 

HAS BREN ATTAINED, (SO. 45.) 

Bhagya on Sù. (45). 
LP. 289, L. 2 to L. 6. 


‘Phat’—stands for the Body and the Sense -organs, 
which contain the causes of cognition; and of this there is 
absence when Final Release has been attained; for the simple 
reason that there,saradaordMerits:andv..Demeritcoleft (to bear 


+ 
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fruition). Hence the allegation (in St. 43) that “the con- 
tingency would arise also upon Final Release —is not true. 


It is for this reason that Final Release consists of freedom 
from all kinds of pain; inasmuch as the rootof all pain, and 
the receptacle of all pain,—i.¢., the Body aud the Sense-organs 
absolutely cease upon the attainment of Final Release, it 
follows that Final Release consists in absolute freedom from 
all pain; for without its root, and without its receptacle, no 
pain can appear. 

Vartika on Sa. (45). 


[P. 532, Li. 13 15.] 


And there is al sence 9. So. — says the Süfra. Of that’ 
i. e. of the Body &c., which are the cause of Cognitions, 
there is absence when Final Release has been attained. It is 
for this reason that Final Release consists in freedom from 
all pain; that is, because upon final Release, the root of all 
pain as well as all pain cease to oxist— therefore freedom 
from pain constitutes Final Release. 

Sectton (46). 

For THAT PURPOSE (THERS SHOULD BB) EMBELL- 
ISHMENT or THB SOUL, BY MHANS OF RESTRAINTS AND 
OBSERVANOSS AND SUOH OTHSR M&THODS OF INTERNAL 
DISCIPLINE AS MAY BE LRABNT FLOM THB SOLENOE OF YOGA. 

(Sa. 46.) 


Bhasya on Sd. (46). 
[P. 239, L. 9 to L. 13.] 


For the purpose of attaining Final Release, there should 
be ambellishment of the Soul. Restraints’ are the means 
of acquiring merit, common to men in all conditions of life ; 
while‘ Observances’ are peculiar to each condition. ‘ Hmbellish- 
ment of the Soul’—cons:sts in the destruction of Demerit 
and accretion of Merit.—‘ Internal disoipline should be 
learnt from the science of Yoga; it consists of Penance, 
Controlling of the Breath, Abstraction of the Mind, Contempla- 
tion and Concentration of the Mind; and the practice of the 


o Vishvanatha reads Saf occéamekdins A ji as feulisation of the Soul. 
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renouncing of objects of sense serves to remove attachment 
and hatred. The other ‘methods’ consist of the details of 
conduct laid down for Yoga (such as concentrating of the Mind, 
eating only particular kinds of food, not staying at one place 
for any length of time, and so forth]. 


Vartika on Sù. (46). 
[P. 533, Ll. 16. 1—2.] 
For that purpose etc. etc,—says the Si#fra. For the purpose 


of attaining Final Release, there should be ‘ embellishment 
of the Soul’ by means of Restraints and Observances. 
Sutra (47). 
(THERE SHOULD ALSO BA] REPRTITION OF THE STUDY OF 
THE SOIENOR, AS ALSO FRIENDLY DISCUSSION WITH PERSONS. 
LEARNED IN THE SOIENOE. (Sd. 47). 
Bhasya on Si. (47). 
[P. 239, L. 15 to 18.) 


For that purpose has to be construed with this Sũfra 
also. The term ‘jana’ stands for that by which things are 
known, jadyalé anéna, i. e. the Science of the Soul ;—the 
‘grahana’, ¢ study,’ of this consists in reading it and retains 
ing it in the mind ;—the ‘repetition’ of such study means 
the carrying on of it continuously, in the shape of reading it, 
listening to it (being expounded) and pondering over it.— 
* Friendly discussion with persons learned in the Science’—is 
meant to bring about consolidation of the knowledge acquir- 
ed; this ‘consolidation’ consists in—(1) the removing of 
doubts, (2) the knowing of things not already known, (3) the 
confirmation (by the opinions of the learned) of the conclus- 
ions already arrived at (by one's self).—the term ‘ samvada’ 
means ‘ samaya vidah’, discussion for the sake of coming 
to an agreement; [ i. e. friendly discussion.“ 

Var fika on Su. (47). 
[P. 588, Li. 4—5.] 
Repetition of the study of the Science, elo., eto. Jihana- 


grahaya’ means study of the Science’. ‘ Persons learned in 


© The reading of the printed text NN gives no sense, the right reading 
anq aN is suppliedvbpahe Prin Malips:/www.holybooks.com 
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the Science’ ate those who know the means (of acquiring True 
Knowledge). | 
Bhagya on Sü. (48). 
[P. 239, L. 19 to P. 240, L. 1.] 

The expression friendly discussion with persons learned 
in the Science’ (occurring in the preceding Safra) is vague ; 
it is explained in the following Sūtra. 

ä Sara (48). 

THAT (FRIENDLY DISCUSSION) SHOULD BE OABBIED ON 

WITH TAB PUPIL, THE TEACHER, COMPAN:ONS IN STUDY, AND 

UTHER WELL-KNOWN LEARNED PKRSONS,—WHO WISH WELL 

(to THB ENQUIRER) AND WHO ABE NOT JEALOUS OF Hin“. 


(Su. 48). 
The meaning of the S#@/ra is explained by its own words. 
Vari ia on Sd. (48). 
[The Varſ ista has nothing to say on this Sdfra.] 
Bhasya on St, (49). 
[P. 240, L. 2 to L. 6.) 


It might be thought that the putting forward of theories 
and counter-theories would be unpleasant to the other party 
(the teacher and the rest); [with a view to this we have the 
following Si/ra.] 

Fut ra (49). 
BEING A SEEKER. (AFTER TRUTH) [THE MAN SHOULD 

CARRY IT ON] FOR THB ACCOMPLISHMENT OF His PURPOSE, 

EVEN WITHOUT PUTTING FORWARD ANY COUNTER-THEORIES. 


® The Commentators have explained zam as referring to the person learned in 
the Science’, und abhyupéydt’ as jd; by this the Satra would mean that one 
should know the persons mentioned as learned in the Science.—Similarly ‘ shréyorthi- 
bhih’ they explain as meaning ‘those that have faith in Final Release. We have 
thought it best to deviate from this explanation. In the case of the former, it 
is not easy to construe the instrumental in fratsmerftfaftrt rifa : 
and as regards the latter, it is very much simpler, and more in keeping with 
the epithet dnasdyibhih'’, to take it in its natural sense those who wish well’; 
as it is only auoh well-wishers whose intercourse can be entirely friendly and 
eondacive to good. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com | 
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As should carry on the discussion ’ (of the foregoing Sūtra) 
has to be construed here also. Inasmuch as the man is 
desirous of acquiring knowledge from the other person, he 
should simply express a desire to learn the truth; and thus 
Without trying to establish any theory of his own, he should 
clarify (correct) his own view of things,—specially by realis- 
lng the fact that the doctrines of several philosophers are 
mutually contradictory [and from among these accepting 
what is right and rejecting what is wrong]. 


Vartika on Sd. (49). 
[The Vartika has nothing to say on this Séra.} 
Eud of Section (5). 


Section (6). 
[Satras 50-51. 
The Defending of True Knowledge. 
Bhagya on Sd. (50). 
[P. 240, L. 7 to L. 10.] 
Through excessive partiality to their own theories, some 
people transgress all bounds of reasoning ; in that case— 


DisPuTaTioN AND WRANGLING (SHOULD BE CARRIED 
ON) FOR THE PURPOSE OF DEFENDING HIS DETERMINATION 
TO GET AT THE TRUTH, JUST AS THE HEDGE OF THORNY 
BRANCHES IS Pur UP FOR THE PROTECTION OF SPROUTING 


skeps, (SQ. 50). 

This howover is meant only for those persons who have 
not acquired True Kuowledge, whose defects have not been 
removed, and who are still making an attempt for those 
purposes. 

Vartika on Sd. (50). 


(P. 583, Ll. 14—16.} 


Disputstion and Wrangling etc. eto. —says the Süf ra. 
What the Safra means is that what is herein said Should be 
done only by such persons in whom True Knowledge has 
not yet appearedunioaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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Bhagya on St, (51). 
LP. 249, L. 11 to L. 14.] 

When one has been rudely addressed by an Opponent. ei- 
ther through vanity (of superior knowledge,, or through sheer 
prejudice (against truth), or throngh some other similar 
reason (i. e., desire for wealth, fam» &o.),—then he (failing 
to perceive the right answer to the ill-mannered allegations 
of the Opponent)— 


SHOULD PIOK UP A QUARREL WITH HIM AND PROCEED 
TO DEAL WITH RIM BY DISPUTATION AND BY W BANGLING, 
(Sa. 51). 


* Pick up a guarrel —i. e. with a view to defeating the 
Opponent,—and not with a view to getting at the truth, But 
this should be done only for the purpose of defending true 


Science, and not for the purpose of obtaining wealth, honour 
or fame. : 


Thus ends the Bhasya on the II Daily Lesson 
of Discourse IV. 
Varlika on Sü. (51). 


Ib. 533, L. 16 to P. 524, L. 5. 


When onehas bean rudely addressed by the Opponent etc. ete. 
he should pick up ete. etc.—says the Süfra. Tabhyim —i. e. 
by Disputation and by Wrangling. Pick up a quarrel’ ete.— 
with a view to defeating the Opponent, and not with a view to 
getling at the truth, But this should be done etc, elv.—says 
the Bhagya. 


‘Rebirth, as related to Activity and Defect, has been 
fully explained ; Fruition, Pain and Release, as also the means 
of Release, have been described (in the fourth Aghyaya). ° 

End of the Vartika on Daily Lesson II of Discourss IV. 

| Exp or Discounss IV. 


® The motive prompting the man should be—If this ill-mannered person ie 
‘allowed to go undefeated, then ordinary men will accept his conclusions as the 
right ones, and this would bring about a total confusion relating to Dharma and 
true Philcsophy,—lLaaymthecEa fpargaittps://www.holybooks.com | 


Aonyiya V. 
Daily Lesson J. 
Section (1). 
[Sttras 1—3.] 

The Futile Rejoinders consisting in the Unfair Urging of 
the Fullacy of Neutralisation. 

f Bhagya on Sü. (I). 
P. 241, L. 1, to L. 9.] 

Futile Rejoinder having been defined (in Sü. 1-2-18) as 
‘that objection which is taken on the basis of mere similarity 
and dissimilarity,’ it was described briefly under Sa. 1-2-20, 
where it was pointed out that ‘thore is multiplicity of Futile 
Rejoinders owing to there being several and diverse varieties 
of it;’ this Futile Rejoinder is now describod in detail. The 
Futile Rejoinders herein described consist of arguments 
urged in confutation of tha argument that has been put 
forward in demonstration of a certain conclusion ; and their 
number is twenty-four ; they are as follows :— 


© Among commentators there has been a great deal of discussion in regard 
to the exact character of this Fifth Discourse. and its connection with what has 
gone before. To the end of Adh. IV, we had the Zeamination, Partkga,’ of 
what had been mentioned in Si, 1-1-1 and defined in the rest of Adh, 1; so that 
the natural subject-matter of Adh. V should consist in the continuation of the 
same Examination ok things; what we find however in this Adhy@ye are defini- 
tions of the several varieties of Futile Rejoinders and Cliucheis. Herce the 
difficulty. . 

The Tdfparya says—The proper place for the defining of the particular kinds 
of Futile Rejonder aud Glinchers was just after the general definition of these in 
Adh. I; yet che author of the Sagra iateationally omitted to do it there, in order 
uot to delay the examination of the objects of cognitioa,’ for which the pupils 
were growing auxious ; and having finished all that, he now naturally reverts to the 
defining of the several varieties of the two categories that he had left undefined. 
Further, the last part of the preceding 4 Aya having dealt with ‘ Disputation 
aod Wrangling, it is in connection with those that the Sage deals with Futile Re- 
joinder and Oliacher, which can occur only in Disputation and Wrangling ; ap that 
the sequence of Adh. V is all rizht; its subject-matter arising directly out of 
what has ocourred towards the end of the preceding Adhydya.. 

The Parishugdhi enters iuto along discussion as to whether Adh. V is meant 
tobe ‘Definition’ or Examiastion’ ; and comes to the conclusion that its subject 
matter consists of Defixitionded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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Sii(ra (1). 
(1) Parity,” pee SIMILA ITT, (2) eee DISSIMILARITY, 

(3) pee AUGMENTATION, (4) pee Sosrraction, (5) Pes 

UNOERTAIxrT, (6) eee Oeerainty, (7) pes SHUrFLING, 

(8) pee Prosanpom, (9) PEN Convescenoe, (10) Per 

‘Non-converGenok, (11) pea Continved Question, (12) 

PER COUNTER-INSTANOB, (13) pee Non-Genesation (14) 

PER Doust, (15) PER Vaoiiuation, (16) pea Non-Pro- 

BATIVENESS, T (17) Pee Presomprion, (18) per Nun- 

DLFFERENOR, (19) per EvTDExOx, (20) PER APPREHENSION, 
`. (22) EER NoN-apprenension, (22) pug Non-ereanarity, f 

(143) per EraRNAErrT anp (24) pes CRHARACTER or 

EFFECT.’ —(S0. 1.) 

When the argument urged in confutation is through 
similarity, and does not differ in validity from the argument 
put forward in demonstration, it constitutes ‘ Parity per 
Similarity ’; the said ‘ non-difference’ we shall exemplify in 
the particular instances that we shall cite. ‘ Parity per Dissim- 
ilarity and the other Futile Rejoinders may be similarly 
described. 
| (Varjika on SQ. 1). 


e. 585, Ll. to 535, L. I.) 


Futile Rejoinder having been described only briefly, it 
had to be described in greater detail; hence is the present 


© Udayanachirya in his Bodhasidzhi (Nyiyaparishigta) thus explains the 
signification of the term sama’ occurring at the end of these names.—(1) Accord- 
ing to the Var{skd, it means ‘ equalising’ ; i. e the Futile Rejuinder is put forward 
for the purpose of counter-poising or neutralising the effects of the original 
Reasoning ;—(2) according to the. Bh3gya, it means that the Futile Rejoinder is 
put up with a view to show that there is nothing in the original reasoning which 
differentiates it from what is now put forward; [there is nat much difference 
between these two].—(3) others explain itas meaning that the Futile Rejoinder 
puts the original reasoner on exactly thesame footing as his Opponent putting 
forward the Rejoinder ;—(4: the Equality’ of the Futile Rejoinder lies in the fact 
that while demolishing the reasoning of the flret party, it demolishes itself also, 
[Ugayanioharya himself accepts this last explanation. ] 


WM is the correct reading. 
t The printed text reads qraftafreaite, but from the later Si¢ras, it is 
clear that fieq duneniaften! MN he. night rend yrascafrcatiey 
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Discourse started; the first Süfra whereof is Purity 
per Similarity ge. Fou. Futile Rejoinder is that reasoning 
set up in refutation of a reasoning propounded in demonstras 
tion, which (in reality) is incapable of refuting the 
latter. 


“ Inasmuch as the putting forward of the Futile Rejoind - 
er has been prohibited, and as it consists only of wrong 
answers, it is not right to set it up at all. The use of the 
Futile Rejoinder las been prohibited in the following sen- 
tence—‘ Casuistry, Futile Rejoinder and Clinchers should be 
avoided by one in his own assertions’ (Bhagya, Text, P. 7, 
L. 2.),; and, further, Futile Rejoinder is not the right auswer 
to an argument; hence it is not right to set up a Futile Re- 
joinder. 


This is not right, for the useful purpose served by the. 
setting up of the Futile Rejoinder has also been pointed out 
in the passage—‘ these can be urged with force against 
others’ (Bhasyz, Text, P. 7, L. 8), In fact sometimes the 
Futile Rejoinder may be set up even in refutation of a valid 
reasoning; i. e. though the first propounder of the thesis 
may think that the reasoning put forward against him is 
sound, yet being desirous of obtaining wealth, honour and fame 
[and being anxious to guard the Truth against attack] he 
sets up a Futile Rejoinder; his motive in so doing being as 
follows :—‘ It may be that being upset by my Futile Rejoind- 
er, the other party may not be able to per- 
ceive the right answer to my Rejoinder; so 
if the other party is really unable to find a suitable answer, 
he is defeated; while if I do not set up the Rejoinder, the 
other party would obtain absolute victory over me; and 
certainly rathosibanauerapehtobabdefeat,dt is better that 


Vir. P. 536. 
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I should render the issue (of the disputation) doubtful, hence 
it is best that I should set up the Futile Rejoinder. ’* 


Other people have held that the Futile Rejoinder serves 
the purpose of rebutting invalid reasonings. Some people 
hold that the Futile Rejoinder should be set up fur the pur- 
pose of setting aside unsound arguments. They declare as 
follows :—‘ When an unsound argument has been put forward, 
a Futile Rejoinder may be set up, either (a) by reason of 
the fact that the person setting it up, is unable to detect the 
flaw in the argument (and thus to set up the right answer), 
or (b) on account of the desire on his part to point out the 
flaw in the argument by placing before him an undesirable 
contingency (a dilemma).’ t 

This however is not right; as there would, in such cases, 
be no need for the Futile Rejoinder : if the first party knows 
‘that the argument put forward against him is unsound, then 
he should naturally proceed to point out the flaw in it that 
he has actually detected, and there would thus be no need 
for setting up the Futile Rejoinder. If, on the other hand, 


In sheer opposition to Truth, the Opponent sets up an argument against it; 
the expounder of the Truth finds himself unable to meet that argument; —he 
feels that if he fails to provide an answer, the audience, consisting of men of 
ordinary capacity, would be misled to believe that the Truth is otherwise than 
what has been propounded by him ;—hence he :neets the Opponont's argument by 
means of a Rejoinder which he knows tobe futile, and yet he sets up with the 
idea that, in case the Opponent fails to detect and expose the fallacy in the 
Rejoinder, the worst that would happen would be that the audience would be left 
in doubt as to the issue of the conflict. Even this is better than that the cause of 
Truth should suffer total defeat, Though as a matter of Fact it is not possible that 
there should be any valid argument against a ¢rue thesis, yet the expounder of this 
may not be able t» perceive the fallacy in the argument against it, aud so may regard 
it as valid Tapas. 

+ Even though he knows the right answer to the Opponent's argument, yet he 
elects to meet him with the Futile Rejoinder, for the purpose of convincing him 
of the fallaciousvess of bis argument by placing before him the following 
dilemma :—‘I know that my rejoinder is defective; but so is yours; so that if 


your argument is rightynhiad ade atobltbds/pow\w-fefparya.com 
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he does not detect any flaw in the Opponent's argument, 
how could he set up any Futile Rejoinder at all? He who 
does not understand things can not set up any arguments“ 
Ik he were to set up arguments without understanding 
things, then he might say anything he liked; and there would 
be no restriction at all (to his assertions). 


What. we have just said also sets aside the view that the 
first five Futile Rejoinders are set up against the ‘ Inde- 
cisive’ Reasoning. Some people have said that“ when the 
other party has put forward an indecisive reasoning, then 
should one set up the first five Futile Rejoinders.”—Thia view 
also is set aside by what we have just said.—“ How? "—If 
the man knows that the Opponent’s reasoning is indecisive, it 
is this defeot that he should point out; while if he does not 
recognise any such defect, he is ignorant (and can say noth- 
ing to the point). 

What we have said also disposes of the view regarding 
the sequence of right and wrong arguments ;—that is, the 
view that, when the Opponent puts forward a right argu- 
ment, he should be met with a right argument, and when 
he puts forward a wrong argument, he should be met with 
a wrong argument [and both these arguments in answer 
constitute the Futile Rejoinder].“— But the ‘ right’ argument 
is that which consists in the pointing out of defects in the 
Proposition and other factors of the reasoning put forward 
by the Opponent; and such an argument would be a right 
answer, and it would not bea Fatile Rejoinder. Thus the 
view in question cannot be right; as it shows that the persons 
who hold it are ignorant of the real character of ‘ Futile 
Rejoinder ’. 
~ ©The subject-matter of the disputation is one that the first party has fully 
studied ; and if he is unable to detect flaws in the arguments put forward against 


what he has fully studied, he cannot have the ready wit necessary for the setting 
up of the Futile Répsindeeaded from https:/Awww.holybooks.com 
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Parity, ‘Sama’, consists in the propounding of an 
argument for the purpose of equalising (counterpoising, 
the original argument); and what is meant by the 
names of the Futile Rejoinders is that equalisng is 
done by similarity, Egualising is done by dissimilarity, 
and so forth; so that the setting up of these Rejoinders 
is for the purpose of equalising (the original argu- 
ment): the ‘equalising’ may or may not be actually 
accomplished ; but the man who puts forward the Futile 
Rejoinder does co with the intention of ‘ equalising’ ; just as in 
ordinary life a man makes efforts for the sake of his family 
(and the efforts may or may not be actually fruitful]. 


Or, ‘ Parity’ may be taken to imply the absence of any 
peculiar reason (in favour of the original 
argument, as against the counter-argument 
set up in the Futile Rejoinder); the sense of the latter 
being—‘ you do not indicate any particular reason in 
support of your argument’; the idea with which the person 
puts forward the\ Futile Rejoinder being my reasoning 
is exactly like yours.’ 

The Futile Rejoinders can not all be urged against all 
reasonings (as some people have held); for the simple reason 
that they are not equally applicable to all. As a matter of 
fact, all Futile Rejoinders are not applicable to all reasonings ; 
e.g., when the original argument is based upon dissimilarity,’ 
one could not set up those Futile Rejoinders that consist of 
Parity per ‘ Superiority’, or ‘ Inferiority’, or ‘Uncertainty,’ 
or ‘Certainty ’, or ‘ Shuffling.’ 

By ‘Parity,’ ‘ Equalising,’ itis not meant that there is 
equality between the propounder of the original thesis and 
the propounder of the Rejoinder; because the Futile Rejotnder 
is always wrong answer; so thut the propounder of the Futile 
Rejoinder mustbe.one whosepyiewmis.sqcoug;-mhile in regard 


Var. P. 537. 
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to the propounder of the original thesis, it is uncertain as to 
what he says being right or wrong [so that there can be no 
equality between the two protagonists. ]* 


Bhagya on Sd. (2). 
[P. 241, L. 10 to P. 242, L. 11] 
The definition (of these Futile Rejoinders) is as follows :— 
Safra (2). 

(1) and (2) - Tur ORIGINAL Proposition HAVING BEEN 
PROPOUNDED ON. THE BASIS OF A SIMILARITY AND DISSIMI- 
LARITY, IF THE OPPONENT SEKKS TO PROVE THE CONTRARY 
OF ITS PREDICATE, ALSO ON THE BASIS OF SIMILARITY AND 
DISSIMILARITY, WE HAVE INSTANCES OF ‘Pagity PER DISSIMI- 
LARITY, AND‘ Pagity peg Dissturarity,’t (Så. 2). 


(1) When the original proposition is propounded on the 
basis of similarity, if the Opposition to it, seeking to establish 
the contrary of its predicate, is set up also on the basis of 
similarity,—-and this Opposition does not differ from the 
argument put forward in support of the original proposition, — 
it is a case of thit Opposition which is called ‘Parity per 
Similarity’, E.g. The Proposition having been in the form 
The Soul must be aoti ve, —because every Substance is 
endowed with qualities conducive to activity,—the clod of 
of earth, which is a substance, is eadowed with qualities 
conducive to activity, and is found to be active,—the Soul 
also is so, therefore the Soul must be active; —the Opponent 
sets up the following opposition to it, also on the basis of 
Similarity :—‘ The Soul must be inactive, —because every all- 
pervading substance is inactive, —Akäsha, which is an all- 


The twenty-four Futile Rejoinders have been clagsified under sixteen heads, 
described in Sections 2 to 17. J, comprising (1) and (2), is the wrong urging of 
the fallacy of ' neutralisation’; II, comprising (3) to (8) is in the form of putting 
kor ward alternatives regarding the Probaudum and the Example; III, comprising 
(9), and (10), bears upon the convergence aud divergence of pairs of things; IV, 
comprising (11) and (12), also bears upon continued Question. and Counter- instance; 
the rest comprising only one each. 

+8 ldharmysvaidhdarmy&bhydm is to be construed with upasamhtré,’ as also with 
feddharmaviparyayopapattéh,' according to the interpretation of the BAdgya. 
Vishvanatha appears e / obne fponlytndthivebevlattedterins.com 
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pervading substance, is inactive,—the Soul also is s0,— 
therefore the Soul must be inactive. And there is no special 
reason why on the ground of its similarity to active substances 
the Son] should regarded as active, and it should not be 
regarded as inaotioe, on the ground of its similarity to 
inactiva anbstances ;—so that inasmuch as there is no special 
reason (which makes one or the other more valid), this is 
an instance of Futile Rejoinder called Parity per Similarity.’ 
{This is a case where the original Proposition is based upon 
Similarity, and the Opposition to it is also based upon 
Similarity). 


(2) An instance of Parity per Dissimilarity ’ (in opposition 
to the same Proposition) is the followiog—‘the clod of earth 
which is endowed with qualities conducive to activity, is 
found to De limited in its extent,—the Soul is not x0 limited 
therefore the Soul cannot be active, like the olod of Barth; 
there being no special reason why, on the basis of its 
similarity to an active substance, the Soul should be regarded 
as active,—and why, on the basis of its dissimilarity to the 
aclive substance, it should not bo regarded as inactive; aud 
inasmuch as there is no such special reason, it is a case 
of Parity per Dissimilarity.’ [This is case of the Proposi- 
tion being based on Similarity, and the Opposition on 
Dissimilarity], ` 

(3) The original Proposition being set up on the basis 
of dissimilarity, —' The Soul must be inactive, —besause it is 
all-pervading,—every active substance is found to be not 
all-pervading, as in the case of the clod of Birth, —the Soul 
is not so non: all. per vuding, — hence it mast be inactive’ ;— 
‘the following opposition is set up on the basis of. dissimi- 
larity:— the Aküsha, which is an inactive substance, is found 
to be devoid of qualities conducive to activity,—the Soul is 
not so devoid of such qualities,—hence the Soul cannot be 
inactive’;—und there is no special reason why, on the ground 
of its dissimilarity to the wetive substance the Soul should be 
regarded as inactive, and why, on the ground of its dissimilarity 
to the inactive substance, it should not be regarded as active ; 
thua there being no such special reason, this is an instance of 
‘Parity per Dissimilarity’. [This is an instance of the- 
Proposition as well as its Opposition both being based 
upon Dissimiharitgabed from https://Awww.holybooks.com 
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(4)An instance of Parity per Similarity’ (in opposition 
to the same Proposition) *—‘the clod of Earth which is 
active, is found to be eudowed with qualities conducive to 
activity,—the Soul also is so endowed,—hence it should 
be active ';—-there is no special reason why, on the ground of 
its dissimilarity to the active substance, the Soul should 
be regarded as tnactive, aud why, on the ground of 
„its similarity to the active substance, it should not be 

regarded as active; and there being no such spbcial reason, 
this is aninstance of ‘ Parity per Similarity.’ [This is an 
instance of the Proposition being based upon Dissimilarity 
and the Opposition on Similarity. 


Vartika on Bü. (2). 
[P. 587, L. 10 to P. 588, L. 9.] 


The original proposition having been ete. etc.—says the 
Sura. Parity per Similarity ’ and Parity per Dissimilarity’ 
—are two forms of Opposition. (1) When the proposition is 
propounded on the basis of Similarity, there is opposition. 
set up against it on the basis of another Similarity, which is 
contrary to the former Similarity, (2) and when the 
Proposition is propounded on the basisof Dissimilarity, there 
is opposition set up against it on the basis of a Similarity, 
contrary to the said Dissimilarity ;—both these constitute 
‘Parity per Similarity.’ E.g. (1) The Proposition being ia 
the form ‘Sound must be non-eternal,—-because it has 
the character of being produced, and such things as the 
Jar and the like, which have the character of being 
produced, are found to be non-eternal,’—the following 
opposition is setup against it. ‘If Sound is regarded as 
non-eternal by reason of its similarity to the non-eternal Jar, 
it should have to be regarded as Hternal also, because it has 
dacorporealily, which forms its similarity to Akaska which 
is eternal.’ (2) The same Proposition being put forward 

The words N qtgan wanting in the printed text is supplied by the 
Puri Ms. B. and aldo Maio tead DN https://www.holybooks.com 
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on the basis of Sound's dissimilarity to Akasha [i, e. Sound 

must be non-eternal, because it has the character of being 
produced, and Akasha, which is eternal, is not possessed 
of that character], the following opposition is set up against 
it:—* If Sound is to be regarded as non-eternal by reason of 
its dissimilarity to the eternal Akdsha, it should have to be 
regarded as eternal, by reason of its similarity to the eternal 
Akasha, in the shape of incorporeality ;—if you think that 
even though this Similarity is there, Sound cannot be regard- 
ed as eternal, then it is not right for you to assert that 
‘Sound should be regarded as non-eternal, by reason of its 
similarity to the Jar, or by reason of its dissimilarity to 
Akasha. ’ 

The urging of the Futile Rejoinder serves to point 
out that there is no special reason (in supportof the 
view propounded in the Proposition); and there being no 
such special reason, the Futile Rejoinder bears the semblance 
of the urging of the fallacy of ‘ Inconclusive- 
“mess, ? 

(3) Similarly when the proposition is propounded on 
the basis of Dissimilarity and Opposition is set up against 
it on the basis of Dissimilarity contrary to the former, and (4) 
when the Proposition is propounded on the basis of 
Similarity and Opposition is set up aguinst it on the 
basis of a Dissimilarity contrary to the former —we 
have ‘Parity per Dissimilarity.’ E. g. (3) When the same 
argument is put ia the form ‘Sound must be non-eternal, 
by reason of its dissimilarity to Akdsha,’ the Opposition is 
set up that ‘it should be regarded as eternal by reason of 
its dissimilarity to the Jar, in the shape of tncorporeality.’ 
(4) The same argument being put forward on the basis of 
similarity to the Jar (in the shape of having the character of 


being produced) QRpasisinniis sel RAENRSM that— If by 


Vartika P. 638. 
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reason of its similarity to the Jar, Sound is to be regarded 
as non-eternal, then, by reason of its dissimilarity to the 
Jar (in the shape of incorporeality', it should have to be 
regarded as élernal;'—if you think that even though there 
is this dissimilarity, Sound cannot be eternal, then, in that 
case, your reasonings—' Sound must be non-eternal, because 
of its similarity to the non-eterual Jar, and because of its 
dissimilarity to the eternal Aka@sha'’—are inconclusive (not 
true). This is what constitutes the ‘absence of special 
reason. 

| Bhagya on SA. (3). 

[P. 242, L. 12 to P. 243, L. 6.] 

The answer to the above two Futile Rejoindors is as 

follows: — 


Sutra (8). 


THE PROPOSITION WOULD BE ESTABLISHED IN THE SAMB- 
MANNER AS THE FACT OF A OBTAIN ANIMAL BEING THB 
%. IS ESTABLISHED BY THB PRESENCE IN IT OF THB ~ 

OLASS:OHARACTER UF THE ‘Cow. ’—(SO. 5). 


If one were to seek to establish his proposition by means 
of mere ‘similarity,’ or by means of more ‘ dissimilarity, '— 
then there would certainly be the uncertainty (inconclusive- 
ness, urged in the Futile Rejoinder). There is however no 
such uncertainty when the conclusion is based upon a partio- 
ular property [such as is invariably concomitant with what 
is sought to be proved]; 6. 9. that a dertain animal is the 


* Udayanach@rya in his Bogha-sidghi says—Each of these two Futile Rejoinders 
is threefold: (1) Bearing upon a true subject (2) bearing upon an untrue subject, 
and (3) consisting of wrong expression. The examples cited io the Vartika 
belong to the first kind (Sound being really non-eternal). Following is the example 
of the second kind:—The Proposition being propounded in the forin Sound must 
be eternal, because it is intangible, like Akäsha, the Opposition is set up against 

it that ‘Sound being cognisable, and as such similar to non-elernal things, it 
should be regarded as non - eternal. ‘The examples cited in the Bhasya belong 
to the third kind; as the subject thereof is true, it is only the verbal expression 
that is defective. A Rejoinder, even though quite right io matter, if it is put up 
in wrong form, t@comésMutilé&om https:/www.holybooks.com 
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dow is provod by reason only of that ‘similarity of it to the 
cow which consists in the presence of the particular class-char- 
acter ‘cow’ (which is invariably concomitant with, insepar- 
able from, all cows),—and not by reason of the presence of 
such other proderties as are different from the presence of the 
dewlap u [which other properties are not invariably ooncomi- 
tant with all cows}. Similarly the proposition that a cer- 
tain animal is the cow is proved t by reason only of that 
‘dissimilarity of it to the Horse’ which consists in the pra- 
sence of the class-character ‘cow,’—and not that dissimilarity 
which might consist in a mere diversity of qualities & o. All this 
has been explained in the section on Factors of Reasoning ' 
(in Bhagya on Sd. 1-1-89), where it has been pointed oat that 
in the sentence (formulating the inferential argument), several 
Instruments of Cognition combine together and conjointly 
accomplish the common purpose (of proving the conclusiou), 
and that the uncertainty (that the Futile Rejoinders point 
out) can apply only to Fallacious Reasonings (aud not to 
valid reasonings). 


| Var{tka on So, (3). 
[k. 588, L, 10 to L. 18.) 


Tha answer. to the above two Futile Rejoinders. i! as 
follows: The proposition would be established ato. eto,—says 
the Safra. Even though between the Horse and the 
Cow, there is similarity consisting of the character of being 
and so forth, and there is also dissimilarity, consisting 
in the (fact of one of them, the Horse, having) unoleft hoofs, 


»The word ‘ slenddisambaxgha}' as it stands, would mean that the said 
conclusion cannot be proved by the presence of the dewlap do. This however 
would be wrong; as the presence of the dewlap &o. is as peculiar to, and invari- 
ably concqmitact with, all cows, as the clave-character ‘cow’ itself, In view of 
this, the Patparya has explained the compound ' edendgi’ as meaning properties 
other then the presence of the dewlap, —_— | 


tar du feet is wrong. Read & in place of sas found in Puri B, also in 
Ç and D. Downloaded from https:/Awww.holybooks.com 
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wet, on the mere ground of the said similarity in the form 
of the character of being the Cow cannot become the Horse; 
nor on the mere ground of the dissimilarity in the form of 
uncleft hoife, the non-Oow can become the Oow. And what 
is the reason. for this 7— The reason lies in the fact that one 
(the similarity) is not invariably concomitant (with the ‘ Cow), 
and the other (the dissimila. ity) is not exclusively precluded 
(from the ‘Cow’ only). e It is only that similarity’ which 
is invariably concomitant, relatively as well as positively, 
with a certain property, that can serve as the ground for 
attributing ‘that property to a certain object ; and it is only 
‘the class-character ‘Cow’ that is so concomitant (with the 
character of being tha Cow) ; hence it is only the presence of 
this class-character ‘ Cow that can prove the fact of a certain 
object being the Oow. Inthe case in question, ‘incorporeality’ 
is a quality that is positively concomitant, as well as nega- 
tively concomitant, with both ‘eternality’ and ‘non- 
eternality'; hence the presence of that quality can be a 
ground for regarding Sound either as ‘eternal’ or as 
nom eternal.“ Oa the other hand, on the ground of the presense 
of the character of being produced, which is positively 
and negatively concomitant (with ‘ non-eternality only,) we. 
shall be justified in regarding Sound as non-eternal only.’ 
Thus then, to your assertion—that there is no spacial reason 
(in support of the original proposition as against the Futile 
Rejoinders) ~our answer is that what we have just pointed out 
(i. e., the „ of invariable concomitance) for ns the 
‘special reason’ (in support of the original proposition that 
‘sound is non-eternal, because it is endowed with the character 


of being produced.) 
End of Section (1). 


_ ©The character of being is present not only i in the Cow, but in all things ; uncigft 
hoof is absent not oflp inking; datlitineverilvetheyy aoinsslealso, 6. 9. the buffalo, 
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` (Sttras 4-6.] 


. Dealing with the sis Futile Rejoiudere—(S) ‘Purity per 
Augmentation’ (4) ‘ Parity per Subtraction,’ (5) “ Parity per 
Uncertainty’, (6) ‘Purity per Ocertainty,) (7) * Parity per 
Shuffling, and (8) ‘ Purity per Probandum,—which are bused 
«pon the diversity of the charucter of the Subject and thut of the 
Instance. | 


Sätra (. 


BASED UPON THE DIFFERENCE IN THE PROPERTIKS OF THB 
‘Supseoe’® ano of tag ExAMurUA age tae Fotin 
Resoinpeas Namen (8) ‘ Pagity PER AUGMENTATION,’ (4) 
‘Pagity pes Susteaction ’, (5) Pax PER UNoRR· 
rainty,’ (6) Partry erk Ceetainty,’ (7) Paalrr Per 
SHUFFLING ;’ AND BASED UPON THE FAOT OF BOTH (Suhrror 
AND ExAUrLE) BEING ‘ UBJROTS TO BGU PROVED’ (BY Ixran- 
eNce) is THe KO TIE ResoiNDER NAMED (5) ‘ PARITY PER 

~ _Peosanpuy.’—=(Sa, 4.) 


Bhaaya on Su. (4). 
[P. 243, L. 9 to P. 244, L. 2.] 


(3) When the Opposer puts forward the contingency of an 
additional property of the Example subsisting in the ‘Subject’, 
it is Parity per Augmentation 't F. g. [against the Proposition 
that ‘the Soul must be active, because it is endowed with 
properties conducive to action, like the Olod of Harth'| the 


®: Sä M, says Vishvanatha, stands here for ‘pakpi’, ‘Subject’. ‘The diverse 
character’ referred to are existence and non-éeietence. E 
The property in question does not really belong to the ‘Subject,’ and the 


Rejoinder attributes that property to it ; thus there is an accession to, an union of, 
the properties of thdbSulijecied fencettha name 'Parityoper dugmentation.’ 
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Opposition is set up—“ if by reason of the presence of 
qualities conducive to action, the Soul should, like the Clod 
ok Earth, be regarded as active, then, like the Clod of Earth, 
it has to be regarded as tangible also; if it is not tangible, 
like the Clod of Earth, then it should not be active either; 
or you should point out some special reason (why it should 
be regarded as active, and not as tangible)” [Here the 
additional ‘quality of tangidility, wliich is not existent in the 
“Soul, is attributed to it].“ “ 

(4) When the Opposer urges the contingency of. the 
absence of a certain property in the Subject, on the analogy 
of the ‘Example’,—it is Parity per subtraction; e.g, 
(against the same Proposition) the Opposition is set up— 
inasmuch as the Olod of. Earth is found to be «clive and 
not all-perouding, the Soul also, if active, should be regarded 
as not all-pervading; or you should point out some special 
reason (why it should be regarded as active and not as 
not all-pervading’ [Here the property of all-pervadingness 
is subtracted from the Soul]. 7 . 

(5) and (6) Farnya’ means khyāpaniya, that which is 
yet to be known’, hence ‘ uncertain’ ; and avarnya, ‘ certain,’ 
is the reverse of that; these two properties, ‘ uncertainty ’ 
and ‘ certainty ’, belong respectively to the ‘ Subject’ and the 
‘Example’ [the presence of the Probandum in the Example 
being known for certain, while its presence in the Subject is 
still uncertain |; and when, in opp'sition, the opposer reverses 
these qualities (by attributing uncertainty to the ‘ Example,’ 
and certainty to the ‘Subject ], we have the Futile Rejoinders, 
‘Parity per Uncertainty’ and Parity per Certainty. $ l 


® This Futile Rejoinder is intended to urge the Fallacy of ‘ Contradiction ’~ says 
Udayana. i ; ó 

t This is intended to urge the Fallacy of the‘ Unknown’. | 

t Parity per Uncertainty’, by reducing the Example to Uncertainty, makes it 
equal to the! Subject; and ‘ Parity per Certainty,’ by removing uncerieiaty from the 
Subject’, makes. it equal to the ‘Example’. The ‘Subject’ ia that ia which the 
presence of the Probanduum is doubjful and is sought to be confirmed by the argu- 
ment in question; while the ‘Example’ is that wherein the presence of the Proban- 
dum is known for certain. | 

As an example of Parity per Uncertainty’ in the generalised form, Vishvanātha 

puts forward the following :—Against any argument that the First Party might 
put up in support of die RrapodtienthePppavant. mill bantiapcthe following Opposi- 
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(7) The ‘Example’ being endowed with the property 
that constitutes the Probans (proving the desired Proposition,) 
if the Opponent attributes to it some other property, and 
then urges the fact of this other property being such as 
is not invariably concomitant with the prdperties of the 
Probandum,—it is a case of Parity per Shußling. E. g. 
(against the same Proposition) we have the Opposition“ One 
thing endowed with qualties conducive to action is found to 
be possessed of Gravity, as we find in the Olod of Earth 
(Bxample),—while another thing similarly endowed is found 
to be devoid of Gravity, as we find in the case of Air aa 
it is possible that while one thing, the Clod of Earth, whic 
is endowed with qualities conducive to action, is active, 
another thing, the Soul, which is similarly endowed, may be 
without action;—or you should show some special reason 
(against this).“ “ 


tion — What can prove the Proposition is only that Property which, as Probans, 
subsists in the Subject of that Proposition; —this Probans must, in order to be 
effective, subsist in the Example aleo; now the principal property that subsists 
in the Subjeot is the character of having the presence of the probandum doubtful ;— 
and this same character should reside in the Example; hence the Example also 
abould be one in which the presence of the Probandum is doubtful.” —And the follow- 
ing is the example of Parity per Certainty :—‘ The Example must be one in which 
the presence of the Prepandum is known for certain , the property in the Example 
must also reside in the Sdbject,—hence the Subject also must be one in which the 
presence of the Probandum is known for certain,—and if the Subject is so, then 
it loses the pery character of the Subject’, which must be one in which the 
presence of the Probandum is only doubtful.” : 


The Parity per Uncertainty is intended to urge the Fallacy of contradiction’ 
and Parity per Certainty is intended to urge the Fallacy of the unknown’—says 
Udayana. i 

Here the Opponent attributes to the Example, Clod of Earth, the quality of 
‘gravity,’ and then shows that gravity, one quality of the Example, tis not in- 
variably concomitant with the qualities conducive to action (as in Air, wo find these 
lattér, but not the former),—and analogously it may be possible that qualities 
conducive to action, which also belong to the Example, may not be invariably 
concomitant with activity. Here we have a case of a property (gravity) being 
found in the Example which is uot invariably concemitant wil the Probans, 
‘qualities conducive to action’ This aleo includes case (i) where the property 
found in the Example is one with which the Probans is not invariably asmosmitani,. 
This Futile Rejoinder is intended to urge the Fallacy of Incondusivences,— 
saye Udayana. Downloaded from https:/www.holybooks.com i ; 
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i (8) Thet character is called Probàndum ’ which is found 
to be one upon. which the whole force of the Probans and 
the other Factors of the Reasoning is operative; and when 
such character is attributed to the Example’, it is Parity 
per Probandum. E.g., If the Soul is to be regarded as 
active, in the same manner as the Olod of Earth is active, then 
it comes to this that the Olod of Earth is like the Soul, — and 
the Soul is the Subject in regard to which the presence of 
Activity is still to be proved,—hence the Clod of Earth also 
should be one in regard to which the presence of Activity 
is still to be proved ;—if this is not so, then it is note true 
that the Soul is like the Clod of Earth (which means that 
the Example cited is not right)."t T 3 

| Vartika on Sü. (4). 
(P. 589, L. 3 to L. 13.] 

‘Augmentation’ consists in imposing a- property that 
does not exist ;—and ‘Subtraction’ is the withdrawing of 
the property that is already present ;—‘ Uncertain ’ is that 
which is yet to be proved; and ‘Certain’ is that which has 
not got to be proved.—‘ Shuffling’ consists in a peculiarity. 
The Opposition that makes use of these constitutes the five 
Futile Rejoinders, ‘ Parity per Augmentation’, and the rest. 
And when the Opposition shows that the character to be 
proved, and that which has been put forward to prove it, 
stand on the same footing, it is a case of ‘ Parity. per 
Probandum.“ | | 3 

For example, in the Proposition already referred to, it 
having been asserted that the conclusion must be true, because 
such is found to be the case with the Jar,—the opposition 
is set up that,. — if Sound is like the Jar, then, since the Jar 
has Colour, Sound also should be regarded as colour: 


nis gis wanting in the printed text; it is found in the Puri Mas. also in O. and D. 
t The Subject, the Probans and the Example must be such as are definitely 
known from other source: of knowledge, and are not dependent npon the reasoning 
of which they themeetves form parts. ‘Phat which is to be.proved, the Proban- 
dum is one that is not so known. If the Example is shown to be one which 
also is still to be proved, this vitiates the entire reasoning. 
This ia meant Earp t FAN ene walkniwepoks.com 
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ed - this isa case of Parity per Augmentation.’ If the Oppo- 
sition is set up in the form“ since Sound is colourless, the Jar 
also should have to be regarded as oolourless, —it is a case 
of Parity per Subtraction.’ If the Opposition is in the 
form—“ That the Jar is non- eternal is certain, then the 
non - eternality of Sound also should be certain’, or the fact of 
Sound being eternal being uncertain, that of the Jar being so 
should also be uncertain ’,—these twoare instances of ‘ Parity 
per Uncertainty ' and Parity per Certainty.’ If the Opposi- 
tion set up is Sound. may be capable of being produced 
(like the Jar), but Sound is produced by Disjunotion, while 
the Jar is not produced by Disjunction, so that the diversity 
between the two, in the form of one being eternal and the 
other non-sternal, should be as possible as that in the form 
of one being produced by disjunction while the other is not 
produced by Diejunction ;"—this is an instance of Parity per 
Shuffling.’ Lastly, when the Opposition is set up in the 
form—‘ What is the reason for asserting that the Jar 
is nonvelernal ; this reason is as muci to be made known as the 
Probandum of the original Proposition,“ —since such an 
opposition consists in the setting up of the fact of the Reason 
being like the Probandum, it is called Parity per Probandum. 
Bhagya on SA. (5), 
LP. 244, L. 2 to L. 7.] 
The answer to the. above six Futile Rejoinders is as 


follows :— 
Safra (5). 


Ixasxuon a8 THB ‘REAPPIRMATION’ (LEADING TO THR | 
CONCLUSION) is ONLY SECURED ON THE BASIS OF A PARTICULAR 
SIMILABITY (BETWEEN THB ‘SUBJECT’ AND THE’ EXAMPLE)’, 

_ THERE OAN BE NO DBNIAL OF IT ON THE BABIS OF ANY MERE 
DISSIMILARITY®.—(SO. 5). 


“invariable concomitance is the essential element, and ‘when we have 


even one point ofcsimilasitxcehiel, in:ipseriehly.noppoutitentonith the Probandum, 
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It is not possible to hide away (i.. deny) what has been 
duly established ;—and the ‘analogy’ (between the Subject . 
and the Example)is duly established, if there is some point 
of similarity between them: as we find in the case of the 
well-known analogy ‘as the Cowso the Gavaya’; this being 
so, in regard to the cow and the Gavaya, it is not possible 
to urge that “ there is some difference (of character) between 
the two (and hence the analogy is not right); — similarly 
{in the case in question) when on the point of that character 
which is meant to establish the conclusion, it is found that 
it is present in the Example (and in the Subject),—it cannot 

be possible to deny the conolusiveness of the said character 
merely by pointing out that there is some difference between 
the two, consisting in a diversity in their properties. 


| Varlika on Sd. (5). 
P. 553, L. 15 to P. 540, L. 6.] 

What the Sütra means is that all that has been urged 
above cannot be accepted ; as it shows that the real meaning 
(character) of the Probans has not been grasped We do 
not mean to say that in Sound (the Subject) there are found 
all the properties of the Jar (the Example); all that we say 
is that, that property which proves the Probandum, and 
which therefore is the (Probans), resides in both. In the 
Reaffirmation (which is the fourth factor in our reasoning 
process) we use the expression ‘so is {the Subject, Sound)’; 
and what this expression means is that the character of 
being capable of being produced is re- affirmed of Sound, 
Such being the case, what has been urged: under Si. 4) can 
have no meaning at all. When it is said ‘ As the Cow so the 
Gavaya,’ it is not meant that all properties of the Cow reside 
in the Gavaya, or that all properties of the Gavaya reside in 
the Cow; all that is meant by the statement 
is that it affirms in regard to the two animals 
just that property which is common to them. If it meant 


ard the ‘ Exainple ’ to have uo diesmilarity at all; that would mean identity. All 
that is necessary is that they should resemble on certain such points as are invariably 


Var. P. 540. 
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the affirmation of all properties, then, there should not have 
been used the expression ‘as—so'; the right expression, in 
that case, would be this is the same as that’. Exactly the 
same is the case with the case in question (Sound and 

Jar). | | 7 


It bas been urged (Varfika, Text, P. 589, L. 11 &o.) 
that—“ since bet ween Sound and Jar there is this difference, 
that while one.is produced by Disjunction, the other is not 
so produced, it follows from this that there should be this 
difference also between them, that while one is non-eternal, 
the other is eternal.“ — But as a matter of fact, the character 
of being capable of being produced is invariably concomitant, 
negatively as well as positively (with Non-eternality) ; and 
such is not the case with the character of being produced by 
Diajunction. Further, as a matter of fact, no object, either 
eternal or non-eternal, (with the sole of exception of Sound) 
is ever found such as is produced by Disjunolion in the 
same manner as. Sound is produced.“ [So that being produced 
by Disjuaction in Axis m inner would reside in Sound only, 
and as such being too specific, could not prove anything at 
all.] So that the contention of- the Opponent (putting up the 
Futile Rejoinder) has no force at all. 


Satra (6). 


FURTHER, INASMUCB AS THE ' EXAMPLE’ BECOMES AN 
„ EXAMPLE’ ONLY BY BBASON OF THB INDIOATION OF THB 
AOTUAL PRESENK OA, IN IT, OF THE. PROBANDUM [IT OAN 
NEVER BE SAID TO STAND ON THB SAMB FOOTING AS THE 
PROBANDUM, WHAT is STILL TO BE PROVED]. Sütra (6), 


This bas been added with a view to exclude the case of ‘Disjunction born 
of Disjunotion, as this is not ‘produced in the same way as Sound); Sound being 
prodaced by the Disjunction of its cause or source only, while the other 
Disjanction is produced by the disjunction of the cause and the ——- 
Talparya. Downloaded from https:/Awww.holybooks.com | 
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Bhagya on Sd. (6). 
8 3 (244, Ll. 9—10.] 

Wbat is indicated (in the Example) is only such a fact as 
is not incompatible with what is agreed upon by all men, 
ordinary as well as learned; and since it is only when the 
| Po of the Probandum is so indicated that the Example 

évomes a true ‘Example’,—there can be no ground for 
saying that the Example stands on the same footing as the 
Proband um.“ 


Vartika on St. (6). 
If. 540, L. 8 to P. 541, L. 8.] 


When you said that “the Example is the Probandum, 
what is to be proved”, you did not understand the true 
character of the ‘Bxample’. ‘The Example is that which 
forms the subject of the undisputed cognitions (of both 
parties); and as such it can never be the Probandum, what 
is to be proved (which is always doubtful). If the cognition 
(involved in the Example) were disputed, it would not bea 
trudé Example,—being devoid of the characteristics of the 
‘Example’, ‘ 


In connection with Futile Rejoinders some people have 
held that their number should be fourteen only, not twenty- 
four, for if they are twenty-four, then] there is needless 
repetition of certain Futile Rejoinders.“ There is 
however no repetition; (a) because their meanings are 
distinct ; it has been explained how the meanings of ‘ Parity 
per Augmentation’ and the rest are different from one an- 
other ;—(b) because we find a distinct difference in the 
manner in which each of them is put forward; asa matter of 
fact, the way in which ‘ Parity per Augmentation and the 
~~ ©The answer given in Sd. 5, applies to all.the-six Futile Rojoinders desoribed 
in 86.4. What is said in Sd. 6, is the answer that is applicable to only three 


of them Parity per Uncertainty,’ Parity per Certainty’ and Parity per Pro- 
bandum '.—J'a}pahyavnloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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other Futile Rejoinders are put forward is entirely dif- 
ferent. “In this manner there should be an. endless 
number.” If you mean by this that—“ if the 
Futile Rejoinders are to be regarded as distinct simply by. 
reason of difference inthe way in which they are put for- 
ward, then their number cannot be twsnty-four only (but 
endless), —this has no force; as no limit is intended; it is 
not meant to limit the number of individual Futile Rejoinders 
to twenty-four only; but this endless variety is due to the 
variety of examples (all which fall within the twenty-four 
well-defined groups) “How. do yon kuow that this 
is what is meant?” Well, the single Fallacy of 
Neutralisation has been divided into four kinds. If, 
in answer to this, the Opponent should say that, singe all 
Futile Rejoinders have a certain common characteristic, they 
must be regarded as one and the same,—this would militate 
against his own assertion that the number of Futile Re- 
joinders is fourteen. If this diversity (iuto fourteen kinds) 
be held to be based upon some sort of difference among them, 
—then it cannot be rightly asserted that “Parity per Aug- 
mentation’ and the rest do not differ from Parity per Shuffl⸗- 

ing; for, just as on the basis of some dif- 
| - ference among them, there would be fourteen 
Futile Rejoinders,—in the same manner, on the basis of some 
difference, the number would be twenty-four. In fact the 
argument that, by reason of some sort of similarity among 
‘Parity per Augmentation and the other Futile Rejoinders, 
they should be regarded as one”, is itself of the nature of a 
_ Futile Rejoinder, called ‘Parity per Non-difference.’ And 
the answer to this Futile Rejoinder is mentioned elsewhere 
(under Sa. 51-24), 


End of Section (2). 


‘ Downloaded fromdaiipoikiamw. holybooks. com 


Var. P. 541. 


BHASYA-VARTIKA 5-1-7 1681 


Section (8). 
[Sutras 7-8.] 
Dealing with (9) ' Parity per Convergence’ and 
(10)’ Parity per Non-convergence,’ 
f “Tas PROBANS (oo ESTABLISH THB PROBANDUM) 
- WITHER BY UNITING, OB NOT-UNITING, WITE THK PaOBAN- 
DUM,—IF IT UNITRS WITH IT, THEN IT BROOMBS NONs 
DIFFERENT FHOM IT; WHILE IF IT DOES NOT UNITS WITH ir, 
IT CANNOT PROVE IT "—THESE ARGUMENTS CONSTITOTH 
(9) * Parity pee Convercenog’ ,AND (10) ‘ Paerry pax 
_ NON-OONVERGENCE.’ ` 


Su. (7). 
Bhagya on Sù. (7). 
be. 244, L. 18 to L. 16.) 


“Is it by uniting with the Probandum that the Probans 
would establish it? Or by not uniting with it? It cannot 
establish it by uniting with it; because by uniting with it, it 
would become non-different from it, and as such could not 
establish it. When of two things both are existent, and are 
united,—-which could be the probans,’ the ‘ establisher,’ and 
which the ‘probandum ° e the established P If, on the other 
hand, the Probans does not unite with the Probandum,—then 
(on that very account) it could not establish it; for example, 
the Lamp does not illumine an object unless it is united with 
it." When the Opposition is urged on the basis of ‘ uniting ’ 
. (Converging), it is Parity per Convergence; and when it is 

Urged on the basis of ‘non-uniting’ (non-converging), it is 
Parity per Non-convergence. | 


eit is ouly what is not already accomplished that can be established ;. what is 
united with anything must be an accomplished sutity; hence no such thing can be 
what is to bs established, the probaudum °; and when two things anite, they become 
identified ; hence if the Prubans and the Prebaudum become uuital, there cau be 
no relation of cause Doch eat batinom flip gun. OOKS. Com 
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Varjika on Su. (7). 
[P. 541, L. 6 to L. 18.) 


In the same argument when it is urged that Sound 
must be nou- eternal bevause of ils similtrity to the Jar,’ the 
following opposition is set up against it: — If this probans 
becomes united with the probandun, then, having become 
united with it, it becomes non-different from it. What is the 
meaning of this non-difference ?. It means that both are 
exvistent ; and since what is non-existent cannot be united with 
it, the ‘ probans ’ ceases to be the means of establishing (that 
Probandum with which it unites). [f, on the other hand, 
the probans does not unite with the probandum, then the 
probans becomes non-different from the non-united (hence 
non-existent) probans; and as such ceases to be a probans ; 
the Fire that is not united with an object never burns it. 


When the Opposition is urged on the basis of ‘ Uniting,’ 
it is ‘Parity per N aud when it is urged on the 
basis of not- Uniting,’ it is Parity per Non-convergence.’ 


[Even though both those Futile Rejoinders represent a 
single Opposition to the same argument, yet) they are men- 
tioned separately, in view of the two different ways in which 
one may look upon these: If one comes to speak of the two 
as different, then tie two may be regarded as two distinct 
Futile Rejoinders—‘ Parity per Convergence ’ and Parity per 
Non-Convergenoe; but when they are spoken of as one and the 
same, they may be regarded as oue ouly ; just as in the oase 
of the forest aud the trees’ coustituting it [If we wish to 
lay stress upon the diversity of trees, we regard them as many 
trees; but if we lay stress upon them as forming a single 
entity, we speak of them as the Forest.] 

What has been desoribed cannot be regarded as a Futile 
Rejoinder, as it does not possess the characteristics of the 
F utilo Rejoindernidadea from https://www.holybooks.com 
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If you mean by this, that What form the characteristics 
of the Futile Rejoinder are not present in what has been just 
deseribed, for the Futile Rejoinder consists in ‘ Opposition 
on the basis of Similarity and Dissimilarity ’ (SQ. 5-1-1) ; and 
that which does not fulfil this condition. cannot be a 
‘Futile Rejoinder ; ¢,9., the Horse, which does not possess the 
‘characteristics of the Oow, is not regarded as Ou, then 
our answer is that this contention is not right; for it shows 
that the meaning of the Sütra has not been grasped; it is 
clear that the objector has not understood the meaning of 
the Sūtra ‘futile Rejoinder consists in Opposition on the 
basis of Similarity and Wissimilavity’; hence the objection 
has no force at all. i 


This also serves to dispose of Traikālya-Sama' and 
other such Futile Rejoindere (that have been propounded) ; 
as all this shows that the meaning of the S#fra has not been 


understood. 
Bhasya on St. (8). 
[P. 244. L. 16 to P. 245, L. 2. 
The answer to the above two Futile Rejoinders is as 
follows: — 
Sũ fra (8). 

THU DENIALS (EMBODIED IN THE RRJOINDERS) ARB NOT 
EFFKOTIVE ; (a) BECAUSE WE FIND THE JAR AND SUOH OTHER 
OBJECTS AOCOOMPILISHED (WHEN TARIR OAUSES ARE IN 
CONTACT WITH THEM), AND (b) BECAUSE KILLING BY MAGIO 
(IS ACCOMPLISHED WITHOUT THB KILLER. COMING INTO 
OONTAOT WITH THE KILLED PEASOR). 7 (SQ. 8). 

The denial is not right, in either of the two forms: 
(a) Such effects as the Jar and the like are brought about 
by the Agent, the Instruments, and the Receptacle only when 


When it is said that Futile Rejoinder consists in ‘opposition on the basis of 
similarity aad dissimilarity’ ; it is not meant that these—Similarity and Dissimilarity— 
should be with properties of the Example only; they may be with any property, other | 
than that which forms the Probandum of the original Proposition. —T4@{parya. 
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these are in contact with the Olay (out of which the Jar is 
made) [So that Parity per Convergence’ can have no 
foroe]; - and (5) when trouble (killing) is brought on a person 
3 of magical spells, we find that the cause brin 

about its effect without coming into contact with it. [So 
that Parity per Non-Convergenoe also can have no force.] 


Var{ike on Sd. (8). 
[P. 542, L. 1. to L. 13. 


As a matter of fact, when the potter's stick and the 
other things (that are employed in the making of the Jar) 
unite with (come into contact with) the Lump of Clay (out 
of which the Jar is made), they do not become non-different 
from their effect, (Jar); nor does the relation of cause and 
effect cease (between them and the Jar); i.e., when the 
potter's stick comes into contact with tha Clay, it does not 
cease to be the ‘cause’ (of the Jar), nor does the other 
(i.e., the Jar) cease to be its effect. If you think 
that—“ The Jar is the effect, and at the time that it is not in 
existence (as it is bound to be before it is made), what could 
any ‘cause’ do toit? ”,—our answer is that we do not mean 
that the cause operates upon what is non-existent; what is 
meant is that it tends to turn the Clay into the Jar [so that the 
cause operates upon the Clay, which is existent]. What 
is the meaning of the Clay being turned into the Jar?” 


What is meant is that the component particles of the Olay- 
lump renounce their former composition and take up a new 
composition, and out of this new composition arises the Jar. 
~ In the case of killing by magic, we find the cause 
bringing about its effect without coming into contact with 
it. What is the meaning of sof coming into- contact?” 

What it means is that the Effect is brought about by 
the cause without the two coming together. [It must mean 
this, as] otherwine,if-dt meant: merelpyibeiag.wrrived al, then 
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such arriving is present in the case in question (when 
the Killer does aim at the killing), as is shown by the fact 
that the operation ‘of the killing) is restricted in its scope 
(to the single person whose death is compassed by the 
Agent). 7 

This Futile Rejoinder is an attempt at discarding all 
kinds of Probans. [The Probans can only be either an 
indicator or a maker, and) if the Probans is regarded as 
an indicator, as also if it is regarded asa maker, in either 
case it becomes subject to the attack embodied in the 
Rejoinder. It stands self-condemned, however, by the very 
fact that it is based upon the total rejection of the entire 
fabric of the relation of ‘Cause and Effet. What is 
the self-condemnation in it?” lf what is urged in the 
Futile Rejoinder is true, then the Rejoinder itself 
cannot come up ;—why?—because the question would re- 
main—does the Rejoinder accomplish its purpose (by 
denying the causal relation) without getting at it? Or by 
getting at it? And does it gome into contact with what it 
denies? or does it not come into contact with it P—So that 
the objections urged by the Rejoinder would apply to itself 


with equal force. 
End of Section (8). 


Section (4). 
(Sūtra (9). 

Dealing with—(11) ‘ Parity per Oontinued Ques- 

tion’ and (12) ‘ Parity per Oounter- ins / ance. 
Sutra (9). 

(a) WHEN THB BASIS OF THB ‘ EXAMPLE’ is NOT MEN- 
TIONED, IT 18 (11) PARITY PER CONTINUED QUESTION’ AND 
(b) WHEN THe OPPOSITION is SBT UP THROUGH A * COUNTER- 
INSTANCE, IT is (12) ‘ Parity PER CoUNTSR-INSTANOE.’ 
Su. (9.) Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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Bhagya on Sü. (9). 
Lr. 245, L. 5 to L. 10.) 


(2) When the Opposition is set up in the form of the 
‘Continued Questioning’ that it is necessary (for the pro- 
pounder of the original Proposition) to point out the proof 
for the Probans also —it is Opposition called Parity per 
Continued Question. #.g., Tou do not mention the reason 
(basis) for asserting that the Olod of Earth, which is endowed 
with qualities conducive to action, must be active; and until 
the reason is mentioned, nothing can be accepted as. true.“ “ 


(b) When the Opposition is based upon a counter-instance, 
it is ‘Parity per Counter-instance.’ F. g. The original 
proposition having been put forward in the form The 
Soul must be active,—because it is endowed with qualities 
conducive to action, — like the Clod of Harth, - the Opponent 
sets up a counter-instance — Akasha, which is endowed 
with qualities conducive to action, is found to be without 
action [and hence why cannot the Soul be regarded as in- 
active, like Akasha?}]”. But what is that quality in 
Akasha which is conducive to action? It consists of con- 
tact with Air, which aided by Faculty or momentum (leads 
to action), as is found in the case of the contact of Air with 
the Tre. ~ | 


Vartika on Su. (9). 
LP. 542, L, 16 to P. 543, L. 13.] 


For example, in connection with the same argument, when 
it is based upon the similarity (of Sound) to such things as 
the Jar and the like, the Opponent sets up the following 
opposition—‘‘ What is the proof that the Jar itself is non- 
eternal? ” ; and this constitutes Parity per Continued Ques- 

© The Tafparya thus explains the difference between Parity per Continued 
Question and Parity per Probandum. -In ‘Parity per Probandum the Opponent 
urges the ;necessity of the Probans and all other Factors of Reasoning 
being provided in support of the Example, exactly in the same manoer as is done 


in support of the Probandum; while in ‘ Parity per Continued Question, he only 
wants to know by what means of cognition the Example is known. 


T Contact of Air with the Tree leads to the action of moving in the Tree; 
hence the contact NHD AKARA aN shoul be GUD O action. 
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tion. Of Parity per Counter instance, the example cited 
in the Bhagya should be regarded as suffcient. 

[In the Bhagya, the contact ok the Air with Akasha has 
been cited as the quality conducive to activity ; this is objected 
to Inasmuch as the contact of Air and Akäsha does 
not act as the cause (of any action), what has been said is 
not right. 

If you mean by this that—‘ The contact of Air and 
Akasha is never found to be the cause of any action; it can- 
not bring about any action at any of the three points of 
time; i, e. the contact of Air and Akasha has never produced, 
does not produce, and will not produce, action in Ak&sha ;* 
and that which is not found to act like a cause at any of the 
three points of time cannot be regarded as a cause at all; 

just as one Jar can never be regarded as the 
cause of another Jar, —this cannot be right; 
for what is said is found possible in things resembling that 
Contact ; we do not mean that it is the contact of Air and 
Akasha itself which is the cause of action; all that we mean 
is that similar contact is found to be the cause of action in 
other things,—as for instance, the contact of the Air and 
Tree; and the fact that the contact of Air, though of the 
same kind, does not bring about action in Akasha, is due, 
not to the fact of that (contact) not being a cause of action, 
but to the presence of obstacles (to such action). By what 
is the action obstructed?” By the vast dimension of 
Akasha; just as there is no action produced in the Olods of 
Earth, when they are struck by mild blasts of Air. If you 
were to regard a thing as the cause of action only after 
you have seen the Action (produced by it), then, for you, all 
kinds of causes would be reduced to this condition that their 


Var. P. 543. 
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causa! character could be accepted only when it could be 
inferred from the actual appearance of their effect; and in that 
case it would not be possible for you to take up the material 
cause of an object (for the making out of it of the 
desired object), as it would be doubtful (until the Effect is 
actually produced) whether or not the Cause will produce 
the necessary Effect. For him however who would take up 
the cause, on the strength of its resembling another cause 
(which has been found to be productive of the object), the 
taking up of the cause would be quite reasonable. If you 
do not accept the view that what resembles a cause is itself a 
cause, — then it would be impossible for you to urge against 
anyone the ‘Fallacy of Inconolusiveness’; for the ‘ incor- 
poreality’ that is in Sound is not the same as (but only 
similar to) that in Akäsha &o. (on the strength of which the 
Fallacy could be urged). As a matter of fact, every Infer- 
ence proceeds on the analogy of what is seen in one case 
to things in another case; certainly the properties in one 
smoke are not precisely the same individual properties as those 
in another smoke. 

Bhagya on Sa. (10). 

[P. 245, L. 10 to L. 18.] 

The answer to the above Futile Rejoinders is as 
follows :— | 
: Sara (10). 


Tae CONTINUED QURSTION COULD OOM# TO AN BND 

JUST AS IT pons IN THE OASE OF THS PRTOHING OF THE 

Lame, (Sd. 10.) 

The first party, on being questioned by the Opponent in 
the manner described in the preceding Süfra, can say (in 
reply)—Who are the persons that fetch the lamp? and why 
do they fetch it? (The Opponent will say}—“ It is 
fetched by persons desiring to see, and they fetch it 
for the purpose, nf seeingnithe things, te.keseen.” But 
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(the first party will ask again] Why do not people, desiring 
to see the Lamp (which is a thing to be seen) fetch another 
lamp ?—“ They do not do so, because they can see the lamp 
even without the second lamp.” From this, it follows that 
for the seeing of the Lamp itself, the fetching of another 
lamp is useless. [Now turning to the case in question] For 
what purpose is the Example put forward ?—It is put 
forward for the purpose of making known some thing 
not already known. Why then is the mention of the 
basis of the Example sought for“ (by the Opponent setting 
up the Futile Rejoinder)? If it is sought for the purpose of 
making the Example snown,—then our contention is that 
the Example is already known [as, if it were not known, it 
would not be put for ward as Hrample|; forthe Example 
is that in regard to which there is a consensus of opinion 
among all men, learned and unlearned; so that any 
mention of basis for the purpose of making the Example 
known would be absolutely useless. This is the answer to 
‘ Parity per Continued Question.’ 


Vartika on Su. (10). 
(P. 248, L. 15 to L. 20.] 


The Opponent should be asked— who are the persons that 
fetch the lamp and why do they fetch it P—* It is fetched by 
persons desiring to see, and they fetch it for the purpose of 
seeing the things to be seen.” Why do not they bring up 
another lamp for the seeing of the former lamp ?—“ Simply 
because the lamp is seen without the other lamp.”— Well then, 
for what purpose is the Example put up ?—For the purpose 
of making known what is not knowo.—Why then do you 
seek for another Example for the sake of the former Example ? 
If for the purpose of making it kdown,— then our answer is 
that it is already known.f 

è The correct reading is MMA as found in Mes. B., C., and D. 


t The clauso M ef appears to be superfluous. It might be 
construed with the next Batra. But the phrase .. it nowhere found 
in the Parvapakga—of which this could be an N here. We have therefore 
dropped it. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 


1690 THE NYAYA-SOTFRAS OF GAUTAMA 


_ Bhagya on Su. (11). 
(P. 245, L. 19 to P. 246, L. 2.] 


The answer to ‘Parity per Counter-instance’ is as 
follows 
Sura (11). 
Ir tar CoUNTRR-INSTANOS IS AN EFFECTIVE REASON, 

THE EXAMPLE ALSO CANNOT BUT BB AN EFFECTIVE REASON. 

(SQ, 11). 

When the Opponent puts forward the Counter-instance, 
he does not cite any special reason in support thereof to 
show that for such and such a reason the Counter-instance is 
an effective reason, and the Example is not so. So that, 
when the Counter-iustance is recognised as an effective 
reason, there can be no ground for saying that the Example 
is not an effective reason ;—and when can it not fail to be 
effective reason? Only when it is itself not capable of bein 
denied and is capable of proving the conclusion. [30 that i 
it is effective reason, it must prove the conclusion. 


Varia on St. (11). 
LP. 544, L. 2 to L. 8.] 


The Example cannot but be an effective reason—(says the 
S@tra)—(4) Because of its being admitted: one who admits 
the fact of the Counter-instance being an effective reason, 
must also admit the fact of the Example being an effective 
reason ; and being on effective reason consists in being able to 
prove the desired conclusion.— When can it not fail to be un 
effective reason P—When it is itself not capable of being denied 
and is capable of proving the desired conclusion—says the 
Bhagya; and the Example is capable of proving the desired 
conclusion and is not cenied.—(B) Also because the Op- 
ponent cannot formulate his argument: If he formulates 
it in the form“ As your Example so mine also, —then, we 
readily admit this; so that what you urge is not a counter- 
instance against us. If, on the other hand, he formulates it 

Just asonpniolisempleiismab.theaxightdixample, so is 


BHASYA-VARTIKA 5-1-12 1691 


Jours also not the right example,“ —then, inasmuch as-this 
would involve self-condemnation, there would be no (correct) 
Counter-instance, 

Ind of Section (4). 


Section (5). 
[Sttras 12—13.] 
Dealing with (18) ‘ Parity per Non-generation.’ 
Sutra (12). 
‘‘ BEFORE THE BIRTH (or THE SUBJECT), SINCE (WHAT 
IS URGED As] THE GROUND [FOR THR PROBANDUM BEING 
PREDIOATED OF IT] OANNOT SUBSIST, [THR ARGUMENT CAN 
PROVE NOTHING], — THIS is Parity PER NoN-GENERATION.’ 
(Su 12). 
Bhagya on St. (12). 
P. 246, L 4 to L. 7.] 


The proposition being stated in the form Sound must be 
non-eternal, because it comas after effort, like the Jar,’ the 
Opponent sets up the following Opposition: —“ Before it is 
produced, the Sound has not appeared, hence (at that time) 
the character of coming after effort, which is the ground 
urged for its non-eternality, does not subsist in Sound ; and 
since this character does not subsist in Sound, it follows that 
Sound is eternal ; and that which is eternal is never produced. 
—This opposition, based upon ‘non-generation’ (or non- 
production), 1s ‘ Parity per Non-generation.’ 


Varfika on SQ, (12). 
P. 544, LI 10—18.] 

The proposition having been put forward that, ‘ Sound is 
non-eternal’ because it is capable of being produced, like the 
Jar,’—the Opponent might set up the following Opposition 
—‘ Before Sound is produced, the capability of being produced 
does not subsiatwitadtg frandttrthiswehavaoter cheing absent, 
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Sound must be incapable of being produced; and being 

incapable of being produced, it must be eternal” ;—this 

Opposition based upon non-generation ’ is Parity per Non- 

generation.’ | 
Bhasya on Sd. (18). 


IP. 246, L. 7 to L. 12.] . 


The answer to: the above Futile Rejoinder is as 
follows: 
Sura (13). 

SINOB ir is ONLY WHEN IT HAS BERN PRODUCED THAT 
THB THING is WHAT IT IS, AND SINCE WHAT IS URGED AS 
THE GROUND (Fok THE PROPOSITION) DOES THEN SUBSIST 
a IT, TRE PRESENCE OF THE GROUND CANNOT NE DENIED. 
(Su. 13). . 


(4) Since it is only when it has been produced that the thing 
ia what it ia—t.e., it is only when it has been produced that 
the Sound becomes ‘ Sound’ ; before it is produced, it is not 
even Sound; and as it is ‘Sound’ only after it has been 
produced, and when the Sound has been produced, the cha- 
racter of coming after effort, which is the ground for non- 
eternality, is actually present in it; and since the ground does 
then subsist in it, there is no force in the objection that 
‘before the birth of the Subject, the ground does not subsist 
in it” (urged in the Futile Rejoinder). 


Vartike on Sd. (18). 
[P. 544, L. 16 to P, 545, L. 21.) 


Just as before Sound is produced, the character of being 
produced is not there, so is the Sound itself not there; it is 
only when it has been produced that Sound becomes ‘ Sound’ ; 
and when it is produced, it comes to bave the character of being 
produced also; and thence it becomes ‘non-eternal; and 
inasmuch as on Sound being produced, the character of being 
produced does subsiat in it, the presence of the ground (of 
non-eternality) cannot be denied. While it is not produced, 
Sound is not whatitisg fi, before itis yproduaed, it cannot be 
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spoken of either as ‘Sound, or as ‘ having the character of 
being produced,’ or as non-eterpal.’ 


Further, the probans put forward in support of the Pro- 
position (i.e., the character of being produced) is 
an indicator, not a maker ; and to urge, against the 
indicator, objections that are applicable to the maker, can 
have no sense at all. „ But both being efficient opera- 
tors, there can be no difference between the indicator and 
the maker.“ This is not right; as the maker is 
the author (agent) of the making, while the ‘ indicator’ 
is the author of the indicating. “That which is 
the Indicator may also make something, aud it may 
thus be spoken of as ‘Indicator’ as well as maker. 
That does not affect our position; because (the fact remains 
that) while the ‘maker’ is the cause of making, the indi- 
cator’ is the cause of indicating; one of them (the former) 
brings things into existence, while the other brings about the 
cognition of the thing already existing. 


Var, P. 545. 


When the Opponent says—“ Before Sound is produced, 
the characier of being produced being absent, Sound comes to 
be that which is not capable of being produced,” — he admits the 
existence of Sound; for a non-existent thing could not have 
the property of being not capable of being produced; so that 
the qualification ‘before it is produced becomes meaningless. 

Others have offered the following objection to the Futile 
Rejoinder in question: When it is said that before Sound 
is produced, the ground is not there (SQ. 12), this becomes 

© This is an answer to what has been said under Sd. 12 to the effect that 
“there the ground for non-eternality being absent, the non-eternality cannot be 
there, hence Sound must be eternal. The sense of the answer offered is that 
it is only the maker, which on ceasing to dxist, puts an end to the existence of the 
effect; such is not the case withthe Jadicator, whore presence or absence does not 
affect the presence of what it indicates. So that even though the character of 


being produced may not be present when the Sound is not produced, that cannot 
vitiate the provingeRciennxef that nta; //. Holyboołs. com 
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a oase of ‘ Parity per Presumption,’ And if the Rejoinder is 
put up in the form—‘since before Sound is produced, the 
character of coming after Effort cannot belong to it, it follows, 
by implication, that it is not endowed with the character of com- 
ing after effort; and not having this latter character, it must be 
eternal —the answer to this is as follows :—It is by no means 
necessary that what does not possess the character of coming 
after effort must be eternal; in fact a thing not possessed of 
the character of coming after effort can be of three kinds—(1) 
some are eternal, e. y. Akāsha and the like, (2) some are 
non-eternal, 2. g. the lightning-flash and such things, and 
(3) some are absolute non-entities, e. g. the sky-flower’ and 
the like.“ | 

This however we do not find to be quite right.— Why ?— 
Because, in the first place, it is not right to say that ‘some 
things, that are not possessed of the character of coming 
after effort, are absolute non-entities’; because coming after 
effort’ really qualifies the birth (production, coming into 
existence) of the thing; that thing is regarded as not having 
the character of coming after effort whose birth or production 
does not follow from effort; —and as the absolute non · entity 
never exists, it can have no birth; and that which is a non- 
entity, how can anything be qualified by it? This same 
reasoning disposes also of the assertion that ‘ some things not 
possessetl of the character of coming after effort are eternal ’; 
because what is ‘eternal’ cannot be spoken of as ‘not 
coming after effort [as this latter implies birth, which is not 
possible in the case of eternal things). 

“ This Futile Rejoinder (Parity per Non-generation) is not 
possessed of the characteristics of the ‘ Futile Rejoinder,’ 
hence it cannot be regarded as a Futile Rejoinder. ” 

This is not right; in what is urged in opposition, it is 
shown that thereloiseaimilanitybetweenckthengrounds put 
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forward in support of the original proposition, and such other 
grounds as have not been produced (come into existence) 
at all; that which has not come into existence can never be the 
reason or ground for anything; e. g. the yarns that have 
not themselves come into existence cannot be the cause of the 
Cloth.“ 


° Hud of Section (5). 


Section (6). 
[SQtras 14—15.] 
Dealing with Parity per Doubt.’ 
Sülra (14), 
Tue ‘ COMMUNITY’ AND THE EAM PLR, BOTH BEING 
KQUALLY PSBOEPTIBLE BY THE SENSES, [THE OPPosiTION] 


BASED UPON SIMILARITY TO ‘ ETERNAL’ AS WELL AS NON- 
ETERNAL’ THINGS CONSTITUTES ‘ Parity PEB Dovust.’ 
(Su. 14). 
Bhagya on Sd. (14). 
[P. 246, L. 15 to P. 247, L. 2.) 


The Proposition being put forward in the form Sound 
must be non-eternal, because it comes after effort, like the 
Jar, —the Opponent opposes it by casting doubt over it: 
“ Even though Sound comes after effort, it has this similurity 


The objection is that Futile Rejoinder should consist iu Opposition on the 
basis of similarity and dissimilarity (as declared in Süd. 5-1-1); and as the opposition 
io ‘Parity per Non-gencration does not proceed on any such basie, it cannot be re- 
garded as a true ‘Futile Rejoinder.’ The reply is that the Opposition in this 
also does involve some notion of similarity : just as the non produced yarn cannot 
be the cause of the Cloth, so the character of coming after effort, which ia not 
produced before the production of Sound, cannot be the cause of the proving of 
non-eternality in Sound,’ This also shows that the difference of this Futile Rejoin- 
der from ‘Parity per Presumption’ lies in the fact that, while in the present 
Rejoinder, the similarity urged is that to such causes as are not produced,—in 
‘Parity per Presumption, ’ the Opposition is based upon the imposing of a meaning 
contrary to the meddingefahechéinenbéelos://www.holybooks.com 
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to the slernal Community that both are perceptible ty the 
senses ;—and the same also constitutes its similarity to the 
non-eternal Jar ;—thus, by reason of its similarity to both 
‘eternal’ and ‘non-eternal’ things, there must be doubt (as 
to the real character of Sound). 


Varttka on Sd. (14). 
[P. 546, L. 3 to L. 6.] 


The example of this Futile Rejoinder has been given in 
the Bhasya. It might be argued that“ Parity per Proband. 
um does not, in any way, differ from Parity per Doubt,” 
If you mean by this that— Just as the example of Parity 
per Probandum is based upon similarity, so is the Parity 
per Doubt’ also, and hence there being no difference between 
the two, the latter should not be regarded as a distinct kind 
of Futile Rejoinder, "—this is not right; because in Parity 
per Doubt’ there is similarity (of the Subject, Sound) to two 
things (eternal and non-eternal), while Parity per Proband - 
um’ is based upon its similarity to a single thing; this 
constitutes the difference between the two. 

Bhasya on Sd. (15). 
[P. 247, L. 2. to L. 11.] 


The answer to the above is as follows :— 
Sitra (15). 


(a) AS REGARDS. THE DOUBT BING RAISED ON THE 
BASIS OF (MERE) ‘SIMILARITY, [OUR ANSWER 18 THAT] THERE 
OAN BE NO SUOH DOUBT WHEN TEB ‘ DISSIMILARITY’ (ro 
THAT SAME THING) HAS BEEN DULY RECOGNISED ; (b) IF, 
BVEN ON DOTH (SIMILARITY AND DISSIMILARITY) BEING 
RECOGNISED, DOUBTS WERE TO AKIS8, THRN THERE WOULD 
BE NO END TO SUCH NOUBTS,—(c¢) AND SINOB MERE ‘8/MI- 
LABITY IS NOT AOOEPTED AS AN BVSRLASTING SOUKUB OF 
DOUBT, ——TH# OPPOSITION BET UP CANNOT BR EIGHT, SÙ, (15). 
(a) When, on perceiving the distinguishing feature of 
‘Man —which constitutes its ‘ dissimilarity (to the Pillar) 
it has been dulpascertainediithatwtheebjectoperceived is a 
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‘Man, '—there is no room for any doubt arising in regard to 
it on the basis of some ‘similarity’ between Man and 
Pillar. Thus, inthe case of Sound, the character of com- 
ing afler effort, which forms its distinguishing feature 
and dissimilarity (to eternal things), having been recognised, 
its ‘non-eternality’’ becomes: duly ascertained; and there 
can be no room for any further doubt arising on the mere 
ground of its similarity to eternal and non-eternal things. 
(b) If such a Doubt were to arise, then, inasmuch as the 
‘similarity’ between the Man and the Pillar would nover 
cease, the Doubt would never come toan end. (c) Lastly, we 
do not admit that similarity’ is an everlasting source of Doubt, 
even when the distinctive feature of the thing has been duly 
recognised; ¢. y. when the distinctive feature of Man has 
been recoguised, a mere similarity between ‘Man’ and 
‘ Pillar’ does not become a source of doubt. l 


Varfika on St, (15). 
[P. 546, L. 10 to L. 13.) 

From ‘similarity —i. e. from perception of similarity— 
there arises doubt; but when dissimilarity °—t, e, the distinc- 
tive feature—has been perceived, doubt does not arise. If, on 
both—similarity and dissimilarity—being recoguised, Doubt 
were to arise, then there would be no end to Doubt. We do 
not admit that ‘Similarity’ always gives rise to doubt; 
because even when there is Similarity ™ between two things, 
Doubt is set aside when the distinguishing feature of one 
of them is recognised. 


End of Seolion (6). 


Section (7). 
(Sttras 16—17. | 7 
Dealing with (15) Parity per Veutralisu tion. 
Safra (16). 
„BY EASON oF SIMILARITY TO BOTH, THERM ABISKS 
VAOILLATION ”,—(OPPOSITION) BASED UPON THIS REASONING 
is PARITY PannNawrdatas tion Www (DA bbi]com 
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Bhagya on 80. (16). 
[p. 247, L. 18 to L. 18.) 


By reason of the similarity (of Sound) to both, eternal 
and non-eternal things, there is likelihoud of the two contrary 
views [i. e. the original Proposition as well as its con- 
trary]; —this is what is meant by the term prakriya, ’ 
or ‘vacillation’ in the Safra: One view being—‘ Sound 
must be non-elernal, because it comes after effort, like the 
Jar, —the other view is propounded on the basis of the 
similarity (of Sound) to Mternol things [Sound must be eternal, 
because itis perceptible by the Auditory Crgan, like the class- 
character Sound J. Thus then, it is found that when the 
Probans—‘ because it comes after effort — is put forward as 
constituting the similarity (of Sound) to non-eternal things, 
it is not free from the possibility of the contrary view being set 
up; and in the face of this possibility, the conclusion sought 
to be based upon that Probans cannot be established. The 
same holds gocd in regard to a Probans that would be put 
forward as constituting the ‘similarity’ ‘of Sound to 
eternal things v. The Opposition put forward on the basis 
of this vacillation ’ constitutes Parity per Neutralisation. 


What has been said in this Sūtra applies also to the case 
of Dissimilarity ;-and ‘ by reason of Dissimilarity to both, there 
arises Vacillation,—and Opposition based upon this reasoning 
constitutes Parity per Neutralisation. 


_Vartka on Sù, (16). 
LP. 536, L. 15 to L. 18.) 


The example of this Futile Rejoinder in given in the 
Bhasya. Objection—“ Parity per Vacillation or Neutralisation 
does not differ from Parity per Doubt and from Parity per 
Similarity— Wby ?— because here as well as in the other 
two the Opposition is based upon similarity, ” 


Answer: — This is not right; the difference of Parity per 
Neutralisation from the other two is clearly shown by the fact 


The printed text is corrupt. The right reading is found iu Puri B, and 
Ms. C., as follow NEN - Heft r aecanrfata netaa- 


E C] Nr ’ aR This same reading is accepted 


by the Tatparyu. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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that in the former there is‘similarity’ in support of both 
the contrary views; both disputants seek to establish their 
views in regard to eternality and non-eternality of Sound 
(on the basis of ‘ Similarity’), and this is not the case in 
‘Parity per Similarity’ or in ‘ Parity per Doubt.’ 


Bhagya on Su. (17). 
[P. 247, L. 18 to P. 248, L. 8.] 
The answer to the above is as follows :—~ 
Sülra (17). 


INASMUCH AS THE SAID ‘ VAOILLATION’ OAN FOLLOW 

ONLY FROM TAE COUNTRR-VIEW, THERE OAN BE NO DENIAL 

OF IT; SPROIALLY AS THAT CONTRARY VIEW MOST BE REGARD- 

ED AS ESTABLISHED (BEFORE THE ‘ VACILLATION ’ OAN BE POT 

FORWARD) *—SO, (17). , 

When the Opponent says that—“ by reason of similarity 
to both there arises vacillation ’’—his assertion comes to this 
that there is vacillation, because the counter-view is there; 
it is only when there is (real) similarity to both that one of 
them can be called the ‘ counter-view ’; hence it follows from 
the statement that the ‘ counter-view is an established fact; 
and the ‘counter-view’ being regarded as established, its 
denial cannot be right. If the counter view is established, 
its denial cannot be right; and if its denial is right, the 
‘ counter-view cannot be regarded as estublished ; f for the 
establishment of the counter-view ' and ‘the right denial of 
the counter-view are contradictory terms. 


When however fas in the case of the Fallacy of Neutralise 
ation, which also is based upon vacillation] the vacillation’ 
is due to the absence of definite knowledge (in regard to the 
subject in question) {and to tha mere existence of the 
counter-view |, the ‘ vacillation’ comes to an end, as soon 


e 


The term ‘pratipakşa’ ‘counter-view, stands for the view of the First 
Party; it is called ‘counter-view’ from the Opponent’s point of view.—Udayanz 
and Vishvandtha. 

t The right reading is supplied by C. N NN: afata: aR 
Nr: AA AA ea fata: uf ANA afi 
e NN e fafafa fr /. nolybools. com 
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as that definite right knowledge is attained ; i.e. as soon 
as definite right knowledge has been attained 'the vacillation 
ceases. * 


Varia on St. (17). 
IP. 547, Ll, 3—5. 


The Futile Rejoinder is one that is not incompatible 
with its own contradictory. As regards the Fallacy of 
Neutralisation, the vacillation arises, not from the presence 
of a ‘counter-view ’, but from absence cf right knowledge; 
as we have already explained under the ‘ Fallacy of Neutra- 
lisation.’ (SQ. 1-2-7.) 

Hind of Section (7). 

Section (8). 

[ Sitrae 18—20). 
Dealing with (16) ‘ Parity per Non-probativeness,’ 

Süfra (18), 
‘Parity PER NoN-PROBATIVENRSS’ Is BASED UPON 
THE CONTENNON THAT “THE PROBANS 48 SUCH OANNOT 
EXIST AT ANY OF THE THREE POINTS OF TIME,” (Sd. 18). 


Bhagya on Sd. (18). 
[P. 248, L. 5 to L. 9.) 


. Probans’ is that which proves; and this could exist 
only either (a) before, or (ò) after or (c) together with, the 


When the Opponent puts up the Futile Rejoinder based upon the vacillation 
in regard to the exact character of Sound, on account of its being similar to eternal 
as well as non-eternal things ;—he admits that the proposition that ‘Sound i» non- 
eternal is as admissible as that ‘Sound is eternal; that both possess an equal degree 
of truth ; otherwise, if one were move reasonable, that would be definitely accepted 
and there would be no vacillation. And when he accepts the admissibility of 
the view that Sound is non-eternal’, he cannot, consistently with himself, deny it. 

The position of the person urging the Fallacy of Neutralisation is different; 
he bases his denial of the conclusion of the first party, not upon any vacillation, 
but upon absence of true knowledge. | 


1 The words e: N: is not found in Mes. C. and D. * 
superfluous. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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probandum (that which it is intended prove), Now, (a) if-the 

3 is held to exist betore the Probendum, — at the time 

that the Probundum is not there, of what could it be the 
‘ probans,’ means of proving ? (b; If it is held to exist after) 
the Probandum,— in the absence of the Probans, of what 

could there be the Probandum ito be proved)? (c)If the 

Probans and the Probandum are held to exist (simultane- 

ously),—since both would be equally existent, which could 
be the ‘probans’ (means of proving) of what? From all 

this it follows that the ‘probans’ does not differ from what 

is nun-probative.’’ 


This contention, thus based upon similarity to what is 
non- probative, constitutes Parity per Non-probativeuess, ’ e 


Vartika on St. (18). 
P. 547, L. 7.] . 
Opposition based upon similarity to what is non-proba- 
tive, is Parity per Non-probativeness.’ 


Bhasya on Sa. 19. 
[P. 248, L. 9 to L. 14.] 
The answer to the above Futile Rejoinder is as follows :— 
Séfra 19). 
]T is NOT TRUE THAT “THE PROBANS CANNOT EXIST 
AT ANY OF THR THREE POINTS OF TIME, BECAUSE IT 18 BY 


THE PEOBANS THAT THE PROBANDOM CAN BE PROVED. 
(Sa. 19). 


11 is not true that “ the Probans cannot ewist at any of the 
three points of time’ ;——why P—because it is by the Probane that 
the Probandum is proved. As a matter of fact, we find that 
the accomplishing of what is tv be accomplished, as also the 


This Futile Rejoinder differs from ‘Parity per Convergence’ and ‘Parity 
per Non - convergence on the following puints:—(1) Inu these latter, the question 
raised was in regard to tho form of the Probaue, while in the present case, it is 
raised in regard to ita causal effloienoy; (2) in the latter two the convergence 
or otherwise was in regatd to the thing denoted by the words of the ‘probans, while 
here it is the verbal: expression that is taken ap for enquiry; (8) there were only 
swe alternatives, while here we have three; (4) those two had the semblance of the 
contention urging the faot of the qualification of the Probans being antrae, while 
here the contention 2a yal Ww dabing Tröc Eh bo A/ aN (Udayana). 
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knowing of whut ia to be known, is brought about by i & cause; 
and this patent. fact of ordinary perception is an instance 
in point. As regards the question—“ at the time that 
‘the Probandum is non-existent, of what could the Probans be 
the means of proving ?”—our answer is that [itis the means 
of proving of what is to be proved; just as in the cases cited} 
the cause is the means of accomplishing what is to ‘be 
accomplished, and of the knowing of what is to be made 
known. 


Varia on SQ. (19). 
LP. 547, Li. 9-10.) 
‘Contradiction’ is the defect in this Futile Rejoinder. 
As a matter of fact, a thing that is produced is never pro- 
duced without a cause; and a thing thatis made known, is 
never made known without a cause. 
Su. (20). 
Fortaer, [ACCORDING TO THE OPPONENTS REASONING | 
THERE OAN BE NO DENIAL; FROM WHICH IT FOLLOWS THAT 
WHAT HAs BEEN DENIED OANNOT BE-DENIED. (Süd. 20). 
 Bhaeya. 
[P. 248, Ll. 16-17.] 


(Exactly what you have urged against our Probans, we 
can urge, with equal force, against the Opponent]—The denial 
cannot exist, either before, or after, or together with what 
is denied) and since there oan be no ‘Denial’ at all (of 
the Probans urged by the first party), it follows that at Pro- 
bans (being undeniable) is firmly established. 


Var{ike on SA. (20). - 

| LP. 547, Li, 12-14.) 
Oostradietion is the defect of this Futile Rejoinder. 
That which does not prove a thing at any of the three points 
: of time cannot serve as the means. of denying ; so that what 


© Just as the accomplishing of what ‘ts to be accomplished is brought about by a 
canes, in the same manner the proving of what is to be proved (ia, the Probandum) 
must be brought adicatnjoe cutie q mud tists ohano tothe Prodan. 


— 
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hab been urged against our probans applies with equal force 
to the Opponent's reasoning also. This argument has also 
been answered above; in connection with the contention— 
“Perception and the rest cannot be the means of right 
cognition, because they cannot exist at any of the three 
pojnts of time (SQ, 2-1-8), we have answered the argument 
put forth in the Futile Rejoinder in question. 


End of Section (8). 


Sacton, (9). 
l [Sairas 21—22.) 
Dealing with (17) ‘ Parity per Presumption.’ 
| Sūtra (21). | 
WHEN THE CONTRARY CONCLUSION is PROVED BY 
‘MEANS OF PRESUMPTION, IT is Parity PER Persumr- 
tion. (Sd. 21.) 
Bhagya on Sd. (21). 
F. 248, L. 19 to P. to P. 249, L. 2]. 


The proposition having been sought to be established by 
the reasoning Sound is non-eternal, because it comes after 
effort, like the Jar, —if the Opponent seeks to establish 
the contrary conclusioa by means of Presumption,—this is 
a case of Parity per Presumption ;’ it iq as follows :—‘ If 
Sound is held to be non-eternal, on the e of its coming 
after effort, which constitutes its similarity to non-etern 
things, then it follows by implication, that Sound must 
be regarded a: eternal, on the ground of ite similarity to 
eternal things, consisting in the fact that it is intangible, 
lit e eternal things.’ 


Varlike ow Sa. (21). 
E LP. 547, L. 16. 
The Example of this Futile Rejoinder is giyen in the 


-Bhagya. ‘Downloaded front https://www.holybooks.com 
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—* B Bhagya on Sd (22). 
[P. 249, L. 2 to L. 10). i 

The answer to the above Futile Rejoinder is as follows — 

Sutra (22). : a 
(A) Ir wHat Is NOT BXPRESSLY STATED OAN BE TAKEN 
As FOLLOWING BY IMPLICATION, THEN THE RENOUNOING WOULD 

BB TAKEN AS FOLLOWING BY IMPLICATION, FOR THE sun 

REASON THAT SUCH BBNOUNOING IS NOT EXPRESSLY STATED; 

—(B) AND rortaes, ‘ PRESUMPTION’ WOULD BE INDBOIs- — 

Ive. (30.22) - soe | 

(A) Without showing the capacity (of the words to afford 
the idea of what is presumed), if what is not expressly stated 
is held ‘by the Opponent) to be taken as implied,—then the 
renouncing by such an arguer of his own view may also be 
taken as implied, for the simple reason that it is not expressly 
stated; and thus inasmuch as the view that Sound is none 
eternal’ would be regarded as established (by reason of its 
being taken as implied by reason of its not being expressly 
stated by you), this would mean that your own view that 
‘Sound is eternal’ has been renounced, 

B) Further, Presumption would be indecisive ; that is, Pre- 
sumption would apply equally to both views; for if on the 
ground of its similarity to eternal things vousisting of iatang- 
ibility, Sound were to be regarded as elernal, like Adela, 
—it would be taken as following by implication that, on 
account of its similarity to non-eternal things, consisting in 
its coming after effort, Sound is non- eternal. 

Then again, conclusive Presumption does not necessarily — 
follow from mere negation ; for instance, because the solid grave 
el falls, it does not necessarily follow by presumption that 
there can be no falling of Water, which is liquid (not solid). 


eiku O Yaptiba on Su. (22). 
P. 548, L. 8 to P. 9]. . 
Without proving the capacity of the word (to yield the 
the desired meaning), if one says that such and such a thing is 
implied, he renders himself liable to renouncing his own view. 
e This is the — — pat dor weh eds Batlle Rejuinder.. | 
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-~= Why P—Because, he does not explain how the words used 
have the power (of implying what is said to be implied). 
In this manner, the renouncing of his own view becomes 
possible. . 


Further, Presumption would be indecisive. 


Objection :— But all this contradicts the Satras that 
have gone before. It has been asserted (under Sü. 2-2, 3 and 4) 
that—‘ Presumption is not indecisive, because what is 
regarded as indecizive is not real Presumption, itis only 
mistaken for Presumption; —and this is contradicted by 
what you say now (that Presumption is indecisive).“ 


Answer:—Thero is no contradiction at all; for what is said 
to be ‘indecisive’ is what occurs in close proximity to the 
present Sūtra; what we mean is that the Presumption 
that hus been put forward in the Sūtra (21) is indecisive 
and not that every Presumption is so. Just as it is only 
that Inference which is based upon wrong premises, that is 
not valid, and not any other inference, similarly here also 
(the untrue Presumption would be indecisive, not all Pre- 
sumption). * 
Eud of Section (9). 


Section (1 0). 
[Sutras 23—24.) 
Dealing with (13) ‘ Parity per Non-difference. ’ 
| Su fra (28). 

Ir THE PRESENCE OF A SINGLE (COMMON) PROPERTY WERB 
TO MAKS THE TWO THINGS NON-DIFFEBENT,—THEN ALL 
THINGS WOULD HAVE TO BS BEGARDED AS NON-DIFFERENT, 
BECAUSE THE PROPERTY OF ‘BXISTENCE’ IS PRESENT IN 
ALL” ;—THIS CONTENTION OonsTiTUTES ‘ PABITY PER NoN- 
DIFFRR ENO omi Ned 23), https:/Awww.holybooks.com 
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- Bhaeya on Sd. (23). 
[P. 249, Li. 13-15. a 
The single (common) property, in the case in question, 58 
that of coming after effort; and because this single property 
is present in Sound and in the Jar, if these two things be 
regarded as non-different,—#. e. both be regarded as non- 
eternal’ ;—then all things should have to be regarded as 
non-different—Why P— Because the property of ‘existence v is 
present in ali; the one property of ‘existence’ is pre- 
sent in all things; and since ‘ Existence’ is present in all 
things, all things should be regarded as non-different. Such 
contention constitutes Parity per Non - difference. 5 


Vartika on Sü. (28). 
[P. 548, L. 12 to L. 15.) 
The example of this Futile Rejoinder is given in the 
Bhagya. . 
Objeclion—" Parity per Non-difference does not differ 
from Parity per Similarity—why ?—because both equally 
proceed on the basis of mere similarity. ” : 


Answer This is not right; as there is d mn 
the two, based upon the similarity being on one point and 
on all points; that is, Parity per Similarity is based upon 
only one similarity, while ‘ Parity per Non - difference is based 
upon similarity on all points. t : 


| Bhasya on St. (24). 
[P. 249, L. 15 to P. 250, L. 10.] 
The answer to the above Futile Rejoinder is as follows: — 


# Udayana, in his Boghasi¢ghi, notices a different interpretation of this Sagra” 
by which the meaning is as follows :—‘ The single property that constitutes the 
Probans is really effective; so that if the Subject aud the Example were taken 
ag possessed of the unqualified probandum, then they would be non-diferent in 
every way, Sarvdvishdgah ; because their co-existence is well known. . 


{the right Ai eee bool % 


* 
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Safra (24). 


THR ABOVE DENIAL DOES NOT HOLD ; BEOACSE IN THR 
‘OASE OF Sou (COMMON PROPERTY) THD PRESENOR OF CERTAIN 
OTHER PROPRETIES OF THE SIMILAR THING Is POSSIBLS, 
WHILE IN THE CASE OF OTHERS SU0H PRESKNOS IS NOT POSS- 
isck.“ 80. (24), 


Bhi. P. 250. For instance, in the case where the one come 

mon property between the ‘Subject’ ard 
_ the ‘Example’ consists of ‘coming after effort, the 
preseace of another property—which constitutes a further 
‘non-difference’ or ‘similarity’ between them—is found 
possible; while in the case of the common property among 
all things consisting of ‘ existence,’ the presence of no other 
common property is found possible; which could constitute 
a further ‘ non-difference’ among them. 

The followiag might be urged (by the Nihilist, who holds 
that ‘ existence’ is invariably concomitant with Non-eterna- 
lity’):—“ Non-eternality would be the other property common 
to ‘all things,’ the presence whereof would be indicated 
by the presence (in them) of the property of existence. ”: 


(A) Under this assumption, the Proposition would come 
to be of the following form: All entities are non eternal, 
because they have the property of Existence’; and in that 
case, no Example? would be available, apart from what is 
already included ia the Proposition (which includes ‘all 
things’); and there can be no valid reasoning without an 
Example; nor would it be right to put up as Example some- ' 
thing that is already included under the Proposition; for 
what is itself yet to be proved cannot serve as an Ezam- 
ple.’ (B) Then again, inasmuch as existent things are t 
actually found to be both eternal and non-sternal, they can 
not all be regarded as non-elernal (on the ground of existence), 
From all this it follows that the sentenco—" all things would 
have to be regarded as non-different, because the. property 
of ‘existence’ is present in all” (Sd. 23) is meaningless. 


ene eight reading of the Sitras is HHN N NN: cf NN sR 
Aqra: 1 is i 
¢ For qaga radvgieg a io MaaiiOs ad D.. Rado cftagparys, 
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(C) Lastly, when the Opponent alleges, that “because 
evistence is present in all things, they should be regarded as. 
non-eternal,”"—be admits that Sound is non-eternal ’; so 
that opposition to this last Proposition is not quite consis 
tent.” ` | 

Varlika on Süd. (24). 
P. 549. L. I. to L. 4]. 

What the Stra means is that in some eases 
we do find a further common property, while 
in the others we do not. Further, the admission made is 
self-nugatory ; i. e. by urging the non-eternality of all things’ 
the Opponent admits the non-eternality‘of Sound.’ If this 
is not so, then the mention of all things’ has no meaning. 
It has been explained by us (in Adh. III) that the difference 
is that what is a valid Probane is only that which is equipped 
with invariable concomitance, positive and negative ;—and 
not any other kind of Probans. t 


End of Section (10). 


Vir: P. 549. 


Section (11). | 
[Satras 25—26.] 
Dealing with (19) Parity per Evidence’ 
Stra (25). 
‘Parity pee Evinence’ 18 BASED UPON THR PRESKENOR 
OF GROUNDS FoR BOTH (virws)—(Sa. 25). 
Bhasya on Sa. (25). 
LP. 250, Ll. 12—»14.] 
Tf Sound is held to be non-eternal, because there is 


resent ground (or evidence) for ‘its non-eternality—there 
is present evidence for eternality also, in the shape of 


* The Futile Rejoinder was urged. against the Proposition ‘Sound is non- 
eternal’ ; and yet this is admitted by the Opponent in setting forth the Rejoinder. | 


24 Rene: is thDeightoraldibigcienthirphdeavet ty OE com 
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Intangibility; so that it may be regarded as eternal also.” 
‘This, being an opposition based upon tha presence of grounds 
for both, * Eternality’ and ‘Non-eternality,’ is Parity for 
Evidence. | : 
Vartika on Sa. (25). 
IP. 549, L. 6 to L. 10.) 
, The example of this Futile Rejoinder is given in the 
Bhagya, | | | 

[Objection :—" Parity per Evidence’ does not differ 
from Parity per Neutralisation; in the latter, as here, there 
are efernality and non-eternality.” 

Answer Not so; because (in Parity per Evidence’ ) 
grounds for ‘etérnality’ and ‘non-eternality’ are simply 
indicated as present in the same thing; in Parity per 
Evidence all that is urged is that grounds for eternality 
and of ‘ non-eternality exist; while in Parity per Neutra- 
liation’ the opposition consists in the setting up of the two 
contrary views in detail ;—this constitutes a difference be- 
tween the two.“ | 


Bhasya on Sd. (26). 
[P. 250, L. 14 to L. 21.) 
The answer to the above Futile. Rejoinder is as follows: 
Siitra (26). n 
THIS DENIAL HAS NO FORCR; BECAUSE TNE PRESENCE 


OF GROUNDS IN SUPPORT (OF THE ORIGINAL PROPOSITION) 
18 ADMITTED. (St. 26.) 7 


| ‘When the Opponent alleges ‘the presence of grounds 
for both views’ (Si. 25), he cannot deny that ‘Sound is 
- noneeternal, Because there are grounds for non-eternulity.’ 


When the First Party has put forward his arguments, the Opponent puts 
forward his own arguments in support of a conclusion contrary to that of the 
First Party; this is ‘Parity per Evidence; the grounds for the two conclusions 
are merely indicated; and the full reasoning is not stated in detail.— While 
in ‘Parity per Neutralisation, the two views are set forth fully.— Udayana 
(Boghasidghi.) Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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Ik this could be denied, then it would not be true that 
‘grounds for both views are present.’ When he speaks of 
‘the presence of grounds for both views,’ he admits that 
there are grounds for ‘non-eternality ;’ and having been 
admitted, it cannot be denied. “ Tho denial is due to 
incongruity.” But ‘incongruity’ applies equally (to both 
views). “ When we pointed out the incongruity consisting of 
the possibility of both eternality and non-eternality, we put 
forth the denial.” But the ‘incongruity’ applies equally to 
your own view as well as to that of the other party; and it 
cannot establish any one of the two views.“ os 


Vr fia on Sü. (26). 
[P. 549, Ll. 12—14.) 


The St/ra is intended to point out incongruity :—When 
the Opponent says—"‘ there are grounds for Hternality also 
of Sound, —it admits the existence of grounds for non- 
eternality; and thus on account of this contradiction, there 
remains no room for the putting up of the Rejoinder. 


CR Se Ne ů—— 


End of Section (11). 


$ 
Section (12). 
[Sitras 27—281, 
Dealing with (20) * Parity per Apprehension.’ 
Sūtra (27). 
t PARITY PER APPREHENSION’ IS BASED UPON THE FAOT 
THAT WHAT IS PUT FORWALD 18 FOUND TO EXIST EVEN IN 
THB ABSENOE OF THB CAUSE MENTIONED. SÜ. (27). 
DBhasya on Sü. (27). Ae 
[P. 250. L. 23 to P. 251, L. 2J. 
Even in the absence of the character of coming after 
effort, which is mentioned as the cause (ground) of non- 


& If you admit the presence of grounds for both views, you admit the truth 
of the other view also; while if you deny the presence of the said grounds, you 
deny those. for your own view also. So that the Futile Rejoinder you urge 
atultifies itself. UQapanigaded from https://www.holybooks.com l 
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eternality, this non eternality is found in that Sound 
‘which proceeds from. the breaking of the branches of the 
tree shaken by the wind [this Sound not being the Produot 
of the Effort of any person]: —and the Opposition, based 
upon this fact of the Probandum being found to exist even in 
9 absence of the Probans, constitutes ‘ Parity per Appre- 
ension.““ : 


Vartika on St. (27). 
[P. 549, L. 16 to P. 550, L. 3.] 


Thé example of this Futile Rejoinder is given in the 
Bhagya. What Parity per Apprehension’ does is to attribute 
to the Opponent the view that what he asserts applies to 
all kinds of the ‘Subject’ (to all Sounds, and not only toa 
particular kind of Sound), and then to show that the Pro- 
bans is not invariably concomitant (with the Probandum).t 


[The Vartika cites another Example] —For instance, 
when the character of belonging to a certain Community and 
being perceptible by our external Sense-organs is put for- 
ward. by the First Party as proving the eternality of a 
particular thing,—the Opponent attributes to him the 
proposition ‘all things are non-eternal, and then proceeds 
to urge that the said Probans is not invariably concomitant 
with the Probandum ;as the said Probans does not subsist 


$ The Boghasiddhi meutions five kinds of this Futile Rejoiuder: (1) The 
Subject existing in the absence of the Probandum, which makes it a case of tlie 
Fullacy of ' Contradiction ;'—(2) the Subject existing without the Probans,—this 
being a case of the Fallacy of the Unknown ;'—(3) the Subject existing without 
both Probans and Probandum,—when there are both fallacies ;—(4) the Proban- 
dum existing without the Probaus— this being u case of untrue premiss, the probans 
not being invariably concomitant with the Probandum ;—(5) the Probans existing 
without the Probandum, in which case also the aecessary iuvariable concomitance 
between the two would be wanting. It goes to cite examples of the Futile 
Rejoinder based upon each of these five, 
+ Though the Proposition of the firat party ‘Soundis non-eternal &o. Ec. 
is meant to refer to the letler- Sounds only, yet the Opponent attributes to him 
the proposition in the form ‘all Sounds are non-eternal, because they come after 
effurt,’ aud then gotioundoaliow tbat ittisadtvconchuiitanbiwitlothe probandum., 
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in all non-eternal thinga, being, a as it is, absent i in the Dud 
and such other things. The Probans may 
also be shown to be not invariably concomitant 
with what is expressed by the terms of the Proposition, as it 
is propounded {i.»., with the Subject]; e.g. the Proposition being 
put forward in the form, ‘Sound is non-eternal, because it 
is productive of another Sound, —it is pointed out that 
‘ being productive of another Sound’ is not invariably con- 
comitant with all Sounds,—the last Sound of a seřies not 
Being productive of another Sound. 
Bhasgya on Sü. (28). 
[P. 251, L. 2. to L. 6.] 
The answer to the above Futile Rejoinder is as follows: 
SGfra (28). 
INASMUCH AS THE PROPERKTY IN QUESTION MAY BB 


DUE TO SOMPOTRES a ie DENIAL HAS NO FOROS 
AT ALL. 


Var. P. 550. 


~ 


When the First Party says [Sound must be non-eternal] 
‘because itis the outcome of effort,’ what is meant is that it 18 
produced from somè cause; and it is not meant to restrict the 
particular product (Sound) to one particular cause only ; ; 
—so that if the property in questiou, ‘ Non-eternality, ’ is 
found in Sound produced from some other cause, —in what 
way does that militate against our view ? 


Vartika on Sd. (28). 


[P. 550, L. 5 to L. 10.] 
When we say that Sound is non - eternal (in regard to 
. letter-sounds, proceeding from the speaker's effort), we do 
not deny that other kinds of the ‘Subject’ (Sound) can be 
due to any other cause (but Effort); we do not mean that 
the Subject can have no other cause. 7 


Others have offered the following answer (to the ‘ Parity 
per Apprehension’) —" What is meant by the original proposi- 
tion is that the Sound which is the outcome of effort is, on 
that account, Boweterdahhttps://www.holybooks.com 
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This however is not right, as there is no difference of 
opinion; the argument in support of the Proposition in 
question is not addressed to a person who admits the fact 
of Sound being an outcome of effort; for if the character of 
being an outcome of efort forms a qualification of the thing 
in question (and is admitted as such by both parties), — then 
somo other Probans would have to be propounded (by the 
first Party, in support of the Non-eternality of Sound).“ 


“ Not having the characteristics of the ‘Futile Rejoinder,’ 
‘Parity per Apprehension’ cannot be a Futile Rejoinder. ” 
This is not right; as it is a Futile Rejoinder, inasmuch 
as what it urges is the ‘similarity’ (of the Probans put fore 
ward) to what is not a probans. | 
Ind of section (12). 


Section (13). 
[Satras 29—31]. 
Dealing with Parity per Non-apprehension.’ 
Bhasya on Sd. (291. : 
[P. 251, L. 6 to L. 17}. | 
[The First Party puts forward the Proposition in the 
following form] — It is not true that even before it is uttered, 
Sound exists and (if it is not heard) it is simply that there is 
non-apprehension of it’; —this is not true—why P—because 
‘we do not perceive any plc or obstruction; that is, in 
the case of such things as Water (underground) and the 
like, we find that when they are existent, if there is non- 
apprehension of them, it is due to the presence of obstruction 
tin the shape of the surface of the ground under which the 
water lies) ; in the case of Sound however, we do not find its 
non-apprehension to be due to the presence of obstruction 
or any such causes of non-apprehension; and such cause of 


©The exact meauing of these two sentences is not very clear. The passage 

rab prayatndnantarlyakajvam dic.’ the Tafparya explains as follows :—' He 

who admits withcut any reasons, that Sound is the outcome of effort,—for him 
nothing need be provedalofal chit passaigetheauthoeighewschindisapprobation, ’. 
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of its non-apprehension would certainly have been perceived 
(if. it existed’, just as it is perceived in the case of Water 
&c;—as a matter ot fact however, no such cause is perceived 
(in the case of Sound); hence it follows that when Sound 
is not apprehended (heard), its condition is - contrary (not 
analogous) to that of the Water &. [i. e. while Water &o: are 
existent, Sound is non-egist- ut]. [And against this the 
Opponent sets up the following Futile Rejoinder}— 


` Stra (29), 


“TIxasmoce as NoN-APPRKABNSION OF TAB OBSTRUC- 
TION IS ALSO NOT APPRBHENDED,—IT FOLLOWS THAT THIS 
NoN-APPREHENSION IS NON-EXISTENT 3: AND THIS PROVES THE 
CONTBARY OONOLUSION [i. e. EXISTENCE OF MA OBSTRUCs 
TION] "—<=THB OPPOSIIION BASED UPON TRIS CONTENTION 
is ê Parity EN Non-sPPREBENSION,’ (Sf. 29). 


“The *Non-apprehension’ of Obstruction &c. is not 
apprehended ;—and from this non-apprebension of the Non- 
apprehension,’ it fo.iows that the latter does not exist; 
and this Non-apprebension being non-existent, what has 
been urged by the First Party as the Probans of his reason- 
ing is found a non-existent ; all which leads to the con- 
clusion that Obstruction &. are existent, And since the 
contrary conclusion is ‘thus proved, the original proposi- 
tion—‘ it is not true that even before it is uttered, Sound 
exists, and it is simply that there is non-apprehension of 
it —is not proved. 5 a 
Thus it is found that the probans, * because Obstruction is 
not apprehended’, is equally applicable to the Obstruction, 
and to the Non-apprehension of the Obstruction. * . 

This opposition, based upon Non-apprehension, oonsti- 
tutes ‘ Parity per Non-apprehension ’, | 

o Vartika on 89. (29). 

| DP. 550, Ll. 18-18.) S 

The example of this Futile Rejoinder is given in the 
Mime, nz 2 


What hes been urged in the Futile Rejoinder is not 
right; it has already-been-angwered byynmincAdhyäys II. 
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1 -  Bhägya on 80 (80). 
P. 251, L. 18 to P. 252, I. 11. 
The answer to the above Futile Rejoinder is as 


follows :— | 
l Sinon ' Non-APPREHRNSION’? 18 OF THB NATURE OP 
„ NEGATION OF APPREHENSION,* THE REASON URGED 18 NO 


REASON AT ALL. (Süd. 80.) | 


The reasoning—“ There can be no non-apprehension of 
Obstruction, because no such Non-apprehension is apprehen- 
ded¢”—is no reasoning as all—twhy ?—becanse Non-apprehen- 
sion fe of the nature of the negation of apprehension’; that is 
because Non-apprehension’ is nothing more than mere 
Negation of apprehension. As a matter of fact, what erista 
forms the object of ‘apprehension,’ and this, by reason of 
its being apprehended, is asserted to be ewistent; while of 
‘Non-apprehension the object is that which does not esist; 
and this, by reason of its being not apprehended is declared 
to be non-eristenf. The ‘non-apprehension of the non-appre- 
hension of the obstruction’ cannot negate the non-apprehen- 
sion ; operating as it does upon its own objective, which is Non- 
apprehension’, it cannot negate that same objective ;$—and 


© It is of the nature of Negation of Apprehension'-~i.e, mere Negation 
of Apprekensign, without any further qualifications—Bodhasiddhi (Udayana), 

rue right reading found in O and D is N.]... | | 

$ This passage is rather obscure. In the first place, the reading of the 
printed text is incorrect. The right reading, supplied by Mus. B, Cand D is 
RAY ete. | : 

We haye adopted the explanation given by the Tatparya:—What the Opponent, 
in putting forward the Futile Rejoinder, does, is to urge that there must be 
obstruction and the apprehension of this obstruction, because we fail to approhend 
the non-apprehension of these. Rut it ia far more reasonable to regard the latter 
.abeence of apprehension (of the non-apprehension ef obstruction) as bearing 
pan the obstruction aad its apprehension, than npon Mou-spprehension, Because 
‘as the Nydyamatjari points out, whatis negated by a negation must be some- 
thing poi; apprehension proves the enlsience, and ‘gon-apprehension’ the 
stens, of only positive entities ; hence sven the non apprehension , even 
theagh of the ‘non-appsshension of obstruction’, cam prove the non-enistence 
oniy of the obsienetion aut apprehensions, which are positive entities, and not of the 

The GoGhasiddhi elso euplaing eitailen)ys/www.holybooks.com | 
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‘when the ‘non-apprehension of obstruction ’ is not negated, it 

becomes capable of serving as an effective Probans (for proving 
the non-existénce of the obstruction), ‘ Obstruction’ can be the 
object of apprehension when it existe; and if it exists, there 
should be apprehension of it;—so that when it is not apprehend- 
ed,—-there being an absence of the apprehension thut would 
indicate the existence of its own objective,—from this non- 
apprehension’ (serving as the means of cognition) it is under- 
stood that the object in question(which would have been 
apprehended if it existed) is the object of ‘ Non-apprehension ’; 
i. e., it is non-existent ;* the resultant conclusion being ‘th 

Obstruction and such other things, which would have been 
the cause of (which could have accounted for) the non-appre- 
hension of Sound (before its utterance), are non-ewistent.’ 
And the reason for this lies in the fact that what Non- 
apprehension’ (as a means of cognition) indicates is that there 
is no apprehension,—this fact of there being non-apprehen- 
sion forming the subject of the said ‘ Non-apprehension.’ 


Varfika on Sb. (30). 
[P. 550, LI. 16-18. 


The argument (proving the non-existence of Sound before 
utterance) should be stated in the following form—! There 
being no possibility of Obstruction, and Sound being regarded 
as an entity,—since Sound is not apprehended [before 
utterance, it must be regarded as non-eaistent].’ Stated in this 
form, the reasoning escapes from the Clincher ok Shifting 
the Reason’, as also from the Fallacy of Inoonolusiveness. 
Nor is it open to the Putile Rejoinder of Parity per 
‘Presumption’; because the indecisive character, that would 
have otherwise applied to the reasoning, is avoided by the 
qualifying phrases There being no possiblity of obstruction’ ' 
and ‘Sound being regarded as an entity’, which serve to 
indicate the contrary [i. e., the qualifying phrase ‘Sound being 


9The vigaya, object, the cognition of which is brought about by ‘Non apprehen- 
sion’, is the non-exietewselof dheldbjert Ar bed Aan / bemapprohended... 
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an entity indicates the reasoning if Sound were an entity, it 
would be perceived’, which is perfectly true and conclusive, 
and not open to Parity per Presumption’, that might other. 
wise be urged agaiust the reasoning, without the said quali- 


fying phrases]. 
Sd fra (310. 
FURTHER BECAUSE THE PRESENCE AND ABSENCE OF ONR’S 

SRVERAL COGNITIONS ARE OLEABLY PERCEPTIBLE TO EVERY 

PERSON? ; . 
Bhasya on Sü. (81). 
[P. 252, L. 13-L. 17.) 
therefore the reasoning put forward in the Futile Re- 
joinder is no reasoning at all’—this has to be brought 
in from the preceding Sũfra. The presence and absence 
of the several cognitions that living beings have in 
the body, are clearly discernible by them; as is clear 
from such conceptions as ‘My doubtful cognition existe’ 
and ‘My doubtful cognition daes not exist’; similarly 
in connection with gay agony inferential, verbal and 
reminiscential cognitions. So that in the case in question, 
when there is ‘non-apprehension of the obstruction, ‘—~— 
fa. the non-existence of its apprehension—it is clearly dis- 
cernible by the person himself, and he has the conception, 
‘My apprehension of the obstruction is not present,’ or 
‘Obstruction, or any such thing as would be the cause of the 
non-perception of Sound, is not apprehended’; from which 
it follows that what was alleged (in Si, 29. inasmuch 
as the non-apprehension of the obstruction is also not appre- 
hended it follows that this Non-apprehension also is none 
existent ’—is not right. | 


Vartika on Sa. (81). 
[The Varfika has nothing to say on this Sūtra). 
Hnd of Section (31). 


© According to Tafparyd and Bodhasiddhi the Büşra would meau—'it is clearly 
perceptivle to every person whether a certain cognition apprehends the Existence 
or Non-existence of a thing,’ The translation adopts the interpretation ef thy 
Nyayamaijari whitlvisnuoréda keepingowith the. MH. Comm 
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Section 14. 
[Satras 82—34. ] 
Dealing with (22) Parity per Non-eternality ’. 
Sutra (32), 


‘TF RY REASON OF ‘SIMILARITY’ TWO THINGS BE 
REGARDED AS HAVING ANALOGOUS PROPERTIES, THEN ALL 
THINGS SHOULD HAVE TO BE REGARDED AS NON-KTEBNAL, ” 
—THIS CONTENTION OONSTITUTES ‘ Partey PEER NON-ETER- 
arr. (Su. 32). 


Bhagya on Su. (32). 
LP. 252, Ll, 20-22.] 


& When the First Party says that — Sound should be 
regarded as non-eternal, by reason of its similarity to the 
Jar, which is non.etsrnal,’—he becomes faced with the 
undesirable contingency of having to regard ali things as 
non-eternal, by reason of their similarity (consisting of 
existence) to the Jar, which is non-eternal.”—This opposi- 
tion based upon ‘non-vternality > constitutes Parity per 
Non-eternality.'* | 


Vartika on Si. (82). 
[P. 551, LI. 5—7.) 


Everything would come to be regarded as non-elernal,— 
The example is given in the Bhagya. 


Objection.—“ Parity per Von · eternuli/y does not differ 
trom Parity per Non-difference ; there, as here, what is urged 
is the contingency of all things being of the same kind. ” 


© Thie Futile Rejoinder is described as based upon ‘similarity’; it includes | 
aiso a similar rejoinder hasedcapom ‘idipainiilarity: oynayi the BoghasidgAi. 
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There is a difference between the two; what is urged 
in Parity per Non-difference’ is the non-difference of all 
things, while in Parity per Non-eternality’ what is urged 
is only the non-eternality of all things. 


Bhagya on Sü. (38). 
[P 252, L. 22 to P. 253, L. 4.) 
The answer to the above Futile Rejoinder is as follows: 


Safra (33). 


IF REJECTION OAN BE BASED UPON ‘SIMILARITY,’ 
THERE SHOULD BU REJECTION ALSO OF THE DENIAL (SRT UP 
BY THE OPPONENT), AS THERE IS A SIMILARITY BETWEEN THE 
DENIAL AND THAT WHICH IT is SOUGHT TO DENY.® (Sü. 38). 


The ‘ Denial’ is that allegation which is fully equipped 
with the Proposition and the other Factors of Reasoning, 
and which, while representing the counter-view, sets aside 
the original view; f- and tho said Denial’ has this simi- 
larity to the original view that both are equipped with the fac- 
tors of Reasoning, Proposition and the rest. Now, if there 
is to be a rejection of non-etrrnality of Sound) on the ground 
of the ‘similarity’ (of all things) with the non-eternal 
(Jar), —then, inasmuch as this would mean that ‘similarity ° 
leads to rejection, it would follow that there should be reject- 
ion of the Denial also, on the ground of its similarity to 
what is sought to be denied (i. e. the original view).{ 


Vartika on Sü. (33). 

[P. 551, Ll. 12—14.) 
The presence of the Proposition and other Factors of 
Reasoning constitutes the similarity between the Denial and 


® The right reading of the Sutra, ae shown by the Nydyasachinibangha, the 
Bhatya, the Var fila, the Tatparya and Soghasidghi, is HA: ufeeatata: 


TtThe correct reading is fa e; with the reading feraͤce, the mean- 
ing would be—ii which is meant to establish a oounter- view. í 
$ The Fåfparya remarks that the answer contained in this Safra only puts 


the Opponent on the same footing ae the First Party, The real answer comes ia 
the next Sdira, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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the Original View that it seeks to deny. So that if what is 
sought to be denied by the ‘ non-eternality in the reasoning 
set up by the Frat Party, has to be rejected on account of 
the similarity to the Jar,—then it follows that tho Denial 
(by the Opponent) also has to be rejected, on account of its 
similarity to what is sought to be denied, consisting in the 
presence of the Proposition and other Factors of Reasoning. 
Sutra (34). 
What BERVES AS THE PBROBANS is THAT PROPERTY 
WHICH Is DEFINITELY KNOWN TO SUDSIST IN THE EXAMPLE, AS 
BEING AN INFALLIBL® INDICATOR OF THE PROBANDOM ; AND 
sino 8UCH A PsonANs CAN BE OF BOTH KINDS, THERE OAN 
BE NO NON-DIFFERENOS (AMONG ALL THINGS), 8d. 34). 


Bhagya on Sd. (34). 
[P. 253, L. 7 to L. 12.) 


That property, which is found inthe ‘Example’ to be 
an infallible indicator of the Probandum, is what is put for- 
ward as the Probans. This Probans can ba of both kinds, —i.e. it 
may be similar to certain things, and dissimilar to certain other 
things; when it is similar, it constitutes the ‘similarity’ 
(among those things) ; and when it is dissimilar, it constitutes 
the ‘dissimilarity ’ (among those things). Now, it is only a 
particular form of ‘similarity’ that constitutes the real 
‘Probana,’—and not either mere ‘similarity’ without any 
qualification, or mere ‘ dissimilarity, ’ hat you have 
urged (under Su. 32)—that, If by reason of similarity two 
things are to be regarded as having analogous properties, 
then all things should have to be regarded as non-eternal, 
and this constitutes Parity per Non-eternality, ”—is based 
upon mers ‘ similarity’ and mere ‘ dissimilarity ’; and as such 
cannot be right.“ 

What can rightly prove a conclusion is only such ‘similarity ’ or diesimilar- 
ity as is invariably concomitant with the Probandum. While the‘ similarity’ 
that has been put forward by the Opponent as his‘ probans’ in the proving of 
the ‘inon-eternality’ of all things, is Existence’; and there is no invariable con- 
comitance between Existence’ and ‘ Non-eternality ’ ; there being several things 
that are ezisteat anDget vernal) torndateterualw.holybooks.com 
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[In addition to what has been said here] all that 
was said (in Sa. 5-1. -24)in answer to Parity per None 
difference should be taken as applying with equal force to 
the present Futile Rejoinder also. 


par ika on St. (34). 
[P. 551, L. 14 to P. 552, L. 7.] 

As a matter of fact, the argument put forward in support 
of the origina] view that ‘Sound is non-eternal, because it is 
the outcome of Effurt, like the Jar’ is not based upon mere 
similarity’; it is based upon the force of a particular pro- 
perty [viz: being the outcome of effort ] which has been 
found, in the Example, to be invariably concomitant, nega- 
tively as well as positively (with the Probandum ‘ Non- 
eternality’). There is no such property possible, in support 
of the counter-view set up by the Opponent. Hence the 
Denial cannot be right. Iu this connection it has already 
been explained that— the denial cannot hold, because in 
the case of some common property, the presence of certain 
other properties of the similar thing is possible, while in the 
others such presence is not possible’ (Su. 5-1-24); so that 
the answer that has been given to Parity per Non-difference’ 
is applicable to the present case also. 


ET “The answer does not hold; because our 
` argument is not intended to prove any conclus 


sion. ” 


If you mean by this that“ By pointing out the con- 
tingency of all things having to be regarded as non-elernal 
we do not mean to prove the non-elernality of all thinga ; 
all that we mean is to show tothe person propounding the 
original proposition, that in so doing he is faced with the 
undesirable contingency of having to regard all things as 
non- eternal, then our answer is that even so your allegation 
cannot staud poberausefrdhettprobanso puts forward (by the 
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first party) is of a particular kind: The Probans or 
Reason that I put forward is not mere similarity (to a 
non-eternal thing), but such similarity as is invariably 
concomitant with the proban dum); hence the contingency of 
all things having to be regarded as non-eternal does not 
arise at all. Further, there can be no reasons in support of 
the view that ‘all things are non-eternal.’ If the Opponent 
were to seek to prove it by the reasoniag—‘ all things must 
be non-eternal, because they are existent ’,—then (we would 
point out that) there is no sort of invariable concomi - 
tance, either negative or positive (between ‘existence and 
‘non-eternality ). 
End of Section 14, 


Section (15). 
(Sutros 85-36. } 
Dealing with (28) Purity per Blernality.’ 
2 Stra, (85). 
“THe ORARAOTRE OF © NON-ETERNALITY ? BEING RTER- 
NAL, IT FOLLOWS THAT THN * NON-ETERNAL THING is ITSELF 
ETERNAL” ,—BASRD UPON THIS CONTENTION IS ‘ PABITY PER 
Ereenaity. (Sā. 35.) 


Bhagya on Sa. (35). 
P. 253, L. 14 to L. 17.] 


“The proposition is put forward in the form—‘ Sound 
is non-eternal ’; now, is this non - eternality of Sound eternal, 
everlasting, or noneternal, evanescent P If it is present in 
Sound at all times, then, since the property (non-eternality) 
is everlasting, the thing to which that property belongs 
„(Sound) must also be everlasting, so that Sound should 
be ‘ternal, If on the other hand, the said property 
“ Non-eternality ’) is not present in Sound at all times,—then 
since (at some time or other) Non-eternality ’ would be 
absent in Soumd Sountt would bet na com 
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This opposition, based upon ‘ Eternality „ constitutes 
“Parity per Eteraality.’* — 


Vartika on Sd. (35). 
[P. 552, L. 9 to L. 13.) 


This Futile Rejoinder is intended to point ont defects 
in the factors of the Proposition Sound is  non-eter- 
nul; —the sense being as follows: — In asserting that 
Sound. is non - eternal, you admit the eternality of Sound,— 
how — because the non-eternality that you predicate of 
Sound, is it always present in the Sound ? or does it come 
into it only occasionally? If it is ever present in it, then, 
the property (of Non-eternality) being everlasting, it follows 
that the thing to which that property belongs must also be 
everlasting, If, on the other hand, the ‘ non-eternality ’ 
in Sound is not everlasting,—then on account of the absence 
(at certain times) of noneleraality in it, Sound must be 
eternal. | 

Bhagya on St. (36). 
[P 253, L. 17 to P. 254, L. 9.] 


The answer to the above Futile Rejoinder is as 
follows :— | 
Sutra (36). 

INASMUCH AS THR EVERLASTING CHARACTER OF THE 
‘NONSETERNALITY ’ IN THE SUBJECT OF Dentat (Sounn) [is 
ADMIT'EO BY THE OPPONENT), THE ‘ NON-ETERNALITY ' OF 
THE NON-KTERNAL THING (GOUND) BECOMES ESTABLISHED $- 80 
THAT THERE CAN BR NO BASIS FOR THE Dentat.t (Si. 36). 


eln this Sutra, the mention of ‘non-eternality' is meant to include all those 
specific reasous that may be adduced in support of the non-eternality of Sound. 
The sense of tho definition of ‘ Parity per Tternality is as follows — When the 
Opponent puts forward certain exhaustive alternatives in regard to the property 
put forward by the First Party, aud shows that none of these is adinissible, and 
thea proceeds to urge that the Subject cannot, on that account, be accepted as 
having that property ;—this form of Opposition constitutes ‘Parity por 
Eternality.—Bodhasidghi (Udayana). 

tlhe Niysyundigusllceaibatiio Bittoavithout MFM NH Af: 
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When the Opponent speaks of the character of Non-elernal- 
fly being ‘everlasting’ in Sound, which is the object 
whose non-eternality he seeks to deny,—he admits the 
non-eternality of Sound;—and when this non · eternality of 
Sound’ has been thus admitted, there is no room for the 
Denial If on the other hand, he does not admit the 
‘ everlasting’ character of the non-etervality in Sound,’ then 
for him, the expression. because non-eternality in Sound is 
eternal, —cannot serve ad the probans (of his reasoning) ;— 
and in the absence of the Probans, the Denia] cannot be proved. 


In fact, what is meant by Sound being non-eternal is 
that it is produced ani ceases to ewint on being destroyed: 
and there can be no question against this; hence there is no 
room for any such question as —“ does the non-eternality 
subsist in Sound at all times or not? — Why ?—Because the 
non-eternality of Sound consists in its being produced and 
ceasing to exist on being destroyed,—it is not right to regard 
* Sound as the container (the receptacle) and non-eternality ’ 
as the contained ; for such a conception would involve a self- 
contradiction in terms.“ Further, ‘eternality’ and non- 
eternality are contradictory terms (hence also the Denial 
cannot be maintained); that ‘non-eternality ’ and eternality 
which are mutual contradictories—should belong to the 
same Object (Sound) is an impossibility. For these reasons 
we conclude that what has been alleged by the Opponent— 
that “ Non-eternality being eternal, Sound must be eternal ” 
—has absolutely no sense. 


Vartike on Sd. (36). 
[P. 552, L. 16 to P. 553, L. 10.) 
When the Opponent says that non-eternality in the 
Subject of Denial is eternal,” he admits its non-cternality; and 


The presence or absence of wA does not make any difference in the meaning, 
But from the explanation provided in the Bhigya, the Boghasigghi and the 
Nydyamafijart, MW.: is the right reading for freqearaae : 

@ If ‘non-eternality’ is contained in ‘Sound’, then alone can there be any 
force in the contention that if the former is eternal, the latter also should be so; as 
in that case could the former not subsist without the latter. As a matter of fact, the 
relation of ‘container and contained’ does not subsist between Sound and None 
eternality. For such relationship belongs only to positive entities, and Non-entity 


is purely negative; and this only qualifies Sound, it does not subsist ix tt ;—says the 
Ny yamaiijart. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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on account of this admission, the Denial has no force at all. If 
it is not admitted, then the reasoning" because non- 
eternality is everlasting, Sound should be eternal "—becomes 
baseless. Thus then, the very probans of the Opponent being 
an impossible one, the Denial becomes meaningless. Further, 
there is no room for the question also ; for the 
simple reason that non-eternality is not held 
to be a distinct property. That is to say, when ‘Non-eternality’ 
is explained as consisting in the fact of the thing bring 
endowed with an existence which ta nut absolute (or everlasting), 
—there can be no occasion for the question —“ is non- 
eternality an absolute (eternal) entity or not?” For one 
and the same thing (Noa-eternality) cannot be endowed with 
both absolute and non-absolute existence and non-eternality ’ 
has been explained as non-sbsulute existence] ; but when you 
say that non-eternality is eternal”, you attribute to one and 
the same thing non-eternality tlie character of non-absolute 
existence which constitutes ‘non-eternality, as also absolute 
ezistence (which constitutes ‘eternality’); and since these 
are mutual contradictories, such an assertion cannot be 


Var: P. 553. 


right. 


„What we assert is all right, since it is only meant to 
point out a defect in what is sought to be denied (e.g, the 
non-eternality of Sound J.“ If you mean by this that 
—‘ we do not admit one and the same thing to be both 
eternal and non-eternal; all that we mean is that when you 
say that Sound is non-eternal, you render yourself open to the 
said absurd contingeney, —then four answer is that] this 
cannot be right; because the oriticism you urge is not found 
true in any alternative form: That is, what you urge is not 
a defect, either in our conclusion, or in our Reasoniug'; it 
cannot be a defect in (i. e. it cannot vitiate) our conclusion, 
because, in thedirat-placeyoupdownobhpomtoutr any flaw in 
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our Proposition or in any other Factor of our Reasoning ; 
and in the second place, we have already answered the charge 
of ‘ self-contradiction.’ 

Exo oF Seotton (15). 


Section (160. 
[Satras 37—83, ] 
Dealing with (24) Purity per character of Effect.’ 
Suͤf ra (37). 

t PARITY PER CHARACTER oF EFFECT?’ Is BASED ON THR 
DIVERSE CHARACTER OF TRE PRODUCTS OF EFFORT. (SA. 37), 
Bhasya on Sü. (37). 

LP. 254, L. 11 to L. 16.) 


The original proposition is put up in the form-“ Sound 
is non- eternal, be uus it is the uutcome af effort’; now that 
which is the outcome of effort is such aa, not having previons 
existence comes into ezis‘ence; as is found to be tha case with 
such products as the Jar and the like; that which is ‘non- 
eternal’ on the other hand, is such as, having come into 
existence, ces · s to exist. Such being the condition of things, 
the Opposition is set up on the basis of the diverse character 
of the products ofeffort. ‘Coming iuto existence after effort 
we find in the case of the jar, etc, and we also find the 
‘manifestation’ of things concealed under some obstruction, 
by the removal of the obstruction {and this also is the ont- 
come of effort]; and there is no special reason to show whether 
Sound comes into ewistence after Effort, or there is only 
manifestation of it (after effort); and the Opposition set up 
on the basis of this fact of both these production and mani- 
festation) being equally the products of effort,“ is Purity 
per Character of Effect. 

Farfika on Sd. (37). 
[P. 553, L 12 to L. 17.] 

The prop sition beiog put forward—‘ Sound is non-eter- 

nal, because it is tho outcome of effort, —the following 


The mere fast of Sound being the ‘outcome of Kffurt’ does not necessarily 
lead to the conclusion that it is non-eternal, it comes into existence, or is destroyed ; 


for even if it were dnlyvniavifested pit: combs bowogardddkanctire comtcome of eurt.’ 
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Futile Rejoinder, called ‘Parity per character of Effect’ is 
set up against it :—The ‘ product of effort’ has been found 
to be of several kinds: E. g. Some things are merely manifest- 
ed after Effort, while others are produced after Effort [and 
both of these are called product of Effort J. What Parity 
per character of Effect does is attribute (to the First Party) 
the idea that what proves the ‘ Non-eternality of Sound’ is 
-the fact of its being perceived after Effort, and then to urge 
that this fact is not a conclusive reason; i. e. it urges that 
the reasoning—‘ Sound is a product, because it is perceived 
after effort’—is not conclusive (indecisive), on the ground 
that things percet-ed after Effort are found be of the nature 
of ‘product’, as also of ‘ non-product.’ If the reason means 
‘being born of Effort,’ then the rejoinder would be that the 
reason is not true (it being not admitted by all that Sound is 
born of Effort). 


Bhagya on Sh. (38). 
[P. 254, L. 16 to P, 255, L. 6]. 
The answer to the above Futile Rejoinder is as follows: 
Sũfra (38). 


EVEN THOUGH THERE AKE SEVERAL Kinps oF Pro- 
DUNTS,—-INASMOCH A3[IiN Tun OTHER Kinn or Paopvor| 
CAUSES OF NON-APPREHENSION ARE PRESENT, Erronr COULD 
NOT BB THE OAUSR (OF MERE ‘MANIFESTATION’ OF SOUND, 
(Su, 38 een OASES THERE I8 NO CAUSE OF NON-APPREHENSION!. 

fi. 38).9 


® We have translated the Sūtra as it is explained in the Bhagya and read in 
all manuscripts. The interpretation however is far-fetched ; hence the Nyäyamañ- 
jari has read the Sara with the last term as : and explains 
it to mean as follows: Eren though there are various kinds of Products, —Efori 
cannot be regarded as the cause (of the manifestateon of Sound), as there is not 
present (in the case of Sound) any cause of its non-apprehension, This is much 
simpler, Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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Even though there are several kinds of Products, thera are 
| present cruses of noneapprehension,—hence Bffort 
could not ba the cause, of- the manifestation of 
Sound, In a case where there is manifestation as the 
outcome of effort, it is possible that there may have been some 
cause, in the shape of obstruction, to which its non-appre- 
hension (before manifestation) was due, so that when, asa 
result of effort, there is a removal of the obstruction, there 
comes about the apprehension of the thing, which constitutes 
its f manifestation.’ In the csse of Sound however, no such 
cause of Non-apprehension is possible, by the removal where- 
of, as following from Effort, there could come about the 
‘manifestation’ of the Sound consisting of its apprehension. 
From this it follows that Sound is produced, not manifested 


(by Effort. 
Vartika on Sit. (38). 
[P. 553, L. 19 to P. 554, L. 4.] 

In the case of the thing that is manifested by effort, 
causes of ndn-apprehension are possible; in the case of Sound 
however, there can be no cause to which its non-apprehen- 
sion (if it existed) would be due, Hence we conclude that 
Sound is not manifested. 

Objection—This Futile Rejoinder does not 
differ from Parity per Doubt’,” 

As a matter of fact, ‘Parity per Doubt’ is based upon 
similarity to both kinds of things; which is uot the case 
with the present Futile Rejoinder, and as such it is different 
from the former. 

“ It does not differ from Parity per Similarity. ” 

That also is not true; as there is assumption of a different 
' Probans.’ Parity per Similarity does not proceed on the 


Var. P. 255. 


Vir. P. 554. 


The Nyâyamafjari remarks that by having selected the ‘ non-etefnality of 
Sound asthe Example, dealt with under all the twenty. four Futile Rejoinders, the 
author of the BAR has accoaplished two purposes: he provides oxamples of the 
Rejoiddere and also sets aside all possible objections against the Nyàya doctrine 
of the Non-eternalidpof Bade from https://www.holybooks.com 
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basis of an assumed probans; while in the present Futile 
Rejoinder, the Probans, which has been stated (by the pro- 
pounder of the original proposition) in one form, [i. . be- 
cause it is an outcome of Effort] is altered into a totally 
different form [' because it is perceived after Effort ]. 


End of Section 16. 
Section (17). 
[Satras 39—43.] 

Dealing with the ‘ Sup ile sis steps of a Futile Dis- 
cussion,’ 

Bhaaya on Sd. (890. 
[P. 255, L. 6. to L. 13.] 

[The first step consisting of the Proposition, ‘Sound must 
be non-eternal, because it is the outcome of effort, like the 
Jar '] it is urged against this that the Probans is inconclus- 
ive,’ and being ‘inconclusive,’ it cannot prove the conclusion 
(this represents the second step) ;—(to this the First Party, 
offers the following wrong answer, which represents the third 
step|—If my Probans cannot prove the conclusion because 
it is inconclusive, then— 

THE SAME FAULT LIES WITH TBE DBNIAL (BY THE OPPONENT) 

ALso.— (Stra 39). 

That is, the Denial also is ‘inconclusive’; it denies 
something, and does not deny other things; and being in- 
conclusive, it cannot prove the desired conclusign. 


Or, the Opponent having said—“ If Sound be held to be 
non- eternal, there is no special reason why what happens to 


© Says the 74{parya—It has been shown up to the last Section that when the 
Opponent sets up a Fatile Rejoinder he is mec by the First Party with a suitable 
answer; and in every such case, the disputants come to an understanding as to 
the trae conclusion. But there are cases where tlie First Party also meets the 
Opponent with a wrong answer; in that oase oo right couclusioh is arrived at; 
and ao entirely futile discussion is carried on, to six steps. This is what the 
author of the Sigrdprocteds toi show, htfos:Auebenefit/ofdis. pupils. 
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Sound, after Effort, is ite production, and not manifestation, ” 
be is met by the First Party with the following wrong 
answer|—if Sound be held to be eternal, then also there is 
no special reason why what happens to Sound is manifesta- 
tion, not production. Tbus special reasons being equally 
wanting in both views, both are equally inconclusive. 


Vartika on SQ. (39). 
IP. 554, L. 5. to L. 10.] 

The Futile Rejoinders have been thus deseribed. With a 
view to show the six steps of a Futile Discussion, the Author 
says—the same fault lies with the Denial also (says the Sūtra). 
The propounder of the original proposition offers the following 
answer to the Opponent who has urged against him the 
Futile Rejoinder—If.my reasoning cannot be true, because 
it is inconclusive, then your Denial also is inconclusive ; as 
it denies something and does not deny other things. Or, 
special corroborative reasons may be urged as being equally 
wanting in both views. The rest is clear in the Bhagya. 

| Safra (40). 
THe SAMM MAY BE SAID BY THB FIRST Parry ix 

ANSWER TO ALL (Furie Resotngpks)—(Si, (40). 

Bhagya on Sa. (40). 
(P. 255, LI. 15—16.} 

In connection with all that may be taken as the basis of 
the Futile Rejoinders—~e.g. ‘Similarity and the reat—when- 
ever no special corroborative reason may be found, — the 
contention may be put forward (by the First Party) that both 
views stand on the same footing. 

Varfika on Sd. (40). 
Le. 554, L. 12.) 

What the Satra means is that the argument put forward 
(by the First Party, in the preceding Sūtra} can be urged in 
answer to all Futile Rejoinders.e 


Examples of Moose reg éby! Uday sue inl the bashantidhi. 
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Lt ra (41). 
Fourth Step} “ WIr n tae OonTKAVENTION OF THE 
DENIAL ALSO WOULD LIE THE GAME FAULT AS THAT WHIOH 
LIES AGAINST THE DENIAL ITSELF.—( Sü. 41.) 


Bhagya on Sa. (41.) 
[P. 255, L. 18 to P. 256, L. 3.] 


It has been urged by the First Party that the fault 
of Inconclusivness that had been urged (in the Second Step) as 
lying in the original Proposition, lies also in the Denial (set up 
by the Opponent). But the same fault lies with this 
contravention of the Denial. Thus then, the First Step in 
this Futile Discussion consists in the propounding of the 
original proposition by the First Party — Sound is non-eternal, 
because it is the outcome of Effort ;’—the Second Step consists 
of the denia? or negating argument set up by the Opponent 
Critic, in the form—“ Since the products of Effort are of 
several kinds there is Parity per Character of Effect” ; this is 
what is called the Denial; — then comes the Third Step,—in 
which the First Party urges that the same fault lies with the 
Denial also; this is what is called (in the Snf ra) Viprafisé- 
dha’ (Contravention} ;—then comes the Fourth Step (urged 
by the Opponent) — the same fault of Inconclusiveneas lies 
also with the Contravention of the Denial.” 


Varjika on Su. (41). 
[P. 554, Ll. 14—15.) 

The Third Step consists of the Viprafisècha (Contraven- 
tion). The Fourth Step is that“ with the Further Denial 
also lies the same fault of Znconclusiveness.” 

Sutra (42). 
[Fifth Step] — Tat CONTINGENOY OF THE SAME FAULT 

LYING WITH THE CONTRAVENTION OF THE DENIAL IS UBGRD 

(BY THE OPPONENT), An EAM ADMITTING THE PRESENCE OF 

THE FAULT IN His OWN CONTENTION ; -N THIS INVOLVES 

§ ConrEessiowoor THEGON TEAR MOLINI tSu. 42.) 


9 
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Bhagya on Su, (42). 
P. 286, Ll. 6—9.] 

What the Opponent has done (in the Fourth Step) is to 
confess that the view he had expressed in the Second Step 
is faulty, and, without freeing his view from that defect, he 
has admitted it, and then has urged that the same fault of 
‘ Inconclusiveness lies also with the Contravention of the 
Denial in the Third Step ;—and on the part of the Opponent 
this involves a ‘ Confession of the Contrary Opinion’, This 
is the Fifth Step [in the Futile Discussion}, . 


Vartika Su. (42). 
CP. 555, LI. 1—3.] 


Having admitted the Second Step, the Denial, to be 
faulty, the Opponent urges that the samo fault also lies with 
the Third Step, by saying that “the same fault lies with 
Oontravention also ”; and this constitutes on his part a Con- 
fession of the Contrary Opinion. — This represents the Fifth 
Step in the Futile Discussion. 

Siifra (43). 
[Sizth Sep]— Ir is AFTER HAVING ADMITTED 

WHAT HAS BREN URGED AGAINST HIS OWN VIBW, THAT THE 

FIRST PARTY HAS URGED TAB RETN OR OF THE SAME FAULT 

(IN TAR OPPONENT'S VIEW), AND HAS PUT FORWARD REASONS 

FOR THE SAME ;—-IN SO DOING HE HAS ADMITTED THE PRE- 

BENOE (IN HIS OWN VIEW) OF THE FAULT URGED AGAINST THR 

OppoNENT’s VIEW ;—80 THAT TAB FAULT Or ConFressina 

THE CONTRARY OPINION’ 18 EQUALLY APPLICABLE TO HIM 

ALso. SQ. (43). 

Bhagya on Sd. (43). 
LP. 256, L. 11 to P. 257, L. 11] 


The fault urged against the original Proposition of the 
First Party was that ‘there are several kinds of products of 
effort’ (Sü. 87); and this is what, for the First Party who 
is propounding sensansuim auppontal. thetohr position, consti- 
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tutes * Svapatsalakgana,’ fault urged against his own view 2 
how ?—-because it arises out of his own view ;—now what 
he has done (in course of the present Futile Discussion) is 
to admit this fault that has been urged against his view, and 
without refuting it, he has admitted it and urged the pres 
ence of the same fault in the Opponent's view,—in the words 
‘the same fault lies with the Denial also’ (SQ. 39); and he 
has put forward reasons in support of the same,—in the 
words ‘the denial is inconclusive’, Thus it being a case 
where he has admitted what hus been urged against his view and 
urged the presence of the same fault in the Opponent's view, and 
has put forward reacons for the same,—this means that he 
has admitted the presence in his own view of the fault he had 
urged against the Opponent’s view.“ How so?’ The 
Opponent had argued that there are several kinds of pro- 
ducts of Effort’ by which he meant to indicate the fault of ‘ine 
conclusiveness (as lying against the original proposition) ;— 
without refuting this the First Party has said—‘the same 
fault lies with the Denial also ;—thus he has admitted that 
the arguments in support of the original proposition are 
faulty, and then urged the same against the Denial also; 
by doing so he admits the view of the Opponent, and becomes 
open to the same charge (of ‘Confessing the Contrary Opin- 
ion’), Just as the Opponent, having admitted the faultiness 
of the Denial of the First Party, and having urged tho pres- 
ence of the same fault in the Contravention of the Denial 
also, has been charged (in the Fifth Step) with ‘ Confession of 
the Contrary Opinion ’,—exactly in the same manner, the 
First Party also, having admitted the faultiness of the 
affirmation of the original Proposition, and having urged the 
presence of the same fault against the Denial, becomes open 
to the same charge of ‘ Confessing the Contrary Opinion ’, 


This represents the Sizth Step in the Futile Discussion. 
Among the six steps, the first, third and fifth steps represent 
the assertions of the Propounder of the Original Proposi- 
tion, and the second, fourth and sith represent those of the 


Opponent denying that Proposition. When we come to 
consider the validity and invalidity of these assertions, 
we find as follows: —(a) Since there is no difference in 


The right readings Sa tena RIND SERENA OH THO ah 
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the meanings of the fourth and the sizth, they are open 
to the charge of needless repetition; for what the fourth 
says is that ‘ with the Contravention of the Denial also would 
lie the same fault as that which lies with the Denial itself’ 
(Su. 41), which means that the other party is subject to the 
same fault ;—and again in the sik we have the assertion 
that by admitting the Opponent’s view the First Party 
becomes open to the same charge; and this also means that 
the other party is open to the same fault; thus there is no 
difference in the meanings of these two.—(b) The same 
charge of needless repetition lies also against the third and 
fifth steps; in the third what is alleged is that the same 
fault lies with the Denial also, which admits the equality of 
both views, and again in the nt it is admitted that the 
denial of the Denial is subject to the same fault: —80 that 
the fifth says nothing new.—(c) Again the fifth and sixth 
also are mere repetitions, there being no difference in what 
they allege.—(d) The third and the fourth involve the ‘ Con- 
fession of the Contrary Opinion. (e) In the first and the 
second, no special reasons have been adduced (in support of 
either view). Thus it is found that in the Futile Discussion 
consisting of the said six steps, neither of the two views 
becomes established. Whenever * this form of Futile Dis- 
cassion with the six steps, takes place,—i. e., whenever the 
First Party begins the discussion with the contention that 
the same fault lies with the denial also, neither of the two 
views becomes demonstrated. When, however, the third 
step (in answer to the Opponent’s denial which is the second 
step) is put forward by the First Party inthe form—‘ Even 
though there are several kinds of Producte, inasmuch as in 
the other kinds of Product causes of non-apprehension are 
present, Effort could not be the cause of the manifestation of 
Sound’ (Sa. 38),—then the original view does become demon- 
strated, that What happens to Sound after Effort is that it 
comes into existence, and not that it becomes manifested ’ ; 
and in this case there is no room for the six steps of the 
Futile Discussion. 


Tuus ENDS THE First Datur Lesson or TR Fiera 
AbBhTATA or THA Bhasya. 
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Vartika on Su. (45). 
IP. 555, L. 6 to L. 16.] 


When the First Party admits the faults arising against 
his own view and urges the same against the Opponent's 
view,—he admits the faultiness of his own view; so that he 
is equally open to the charge of ‘confessing the contrary 
opinion.“ The rest is clear ia the Bhasya. 


Among the six steps, the first, third and fifth represent the 
view of the propounder of the original proposition ; and the 
second, fourth aud sixth that of the Opposer of that proposition. 
When we come to consider the validity and invalidity of 
these assertions, we find — (a) that there is no difference of 
meaning between the fourth and the sixth, and there is needless 
repetition, *—(b) that the same charge of needless repetition 
lies also against the third and the Afth,—(c) that between the 
fifth and sizth also there is needless repetition,—(d) that in 
the third and fourth there is ‘confessing of the contrary 
opinion, —and (e) in the first and second, there is no mention 
of any special reason (in support of either view). 

In this Futile Discussion consisting of the six steps, 
neither of the two views is established,—and this is due to 
both parties making improper allegations. When, on the 
other hand, special reasons in support of one view are 
adduced,—e. g., ‘because there being no cause of non- 
apprehension, Sound is apprehended only after the Effort 
(that brings it into existence)’—then there is no room for the 
propounding of the siv» stepe. 

The Futile Rejoinders do not belp in the discerning of 
truth ; we have merely described the several forms of them. 


Tubus ENDS THE First Dall Lesson oF ADHYAYA V 
OF THE VARTIEA. 
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Adhyaya P. 
Daily Lesson II. 

Section (1). 
[Stitras 1—6.] 

Dealing. with the Five Olinchers or Grounds of Defeat that 
bear upon the Proposition and the S:atement of the Probuns. 

Bhagya on Sa. (3). 
(I. 257, L. 18 to L. 23.] 

Under Sa. 1-2-19 and 20 it has been briefly stated that— 
‘It is a case of Clincher when there is misapprehension, as 
also when there is non-apprehension; and there is a multi- 
plicity of Clinchers owing to there being several varieties 
of both’; the same has now got to be described in detail. 
The Clinchers are actual occasions of defeat, the receptacles 
of faults; and they mostly bear upon the Proposition and 
other Factors of Reasoning, and they may affect the propound- 
er of the true, as also that of the false, doctrine (but only so 
long as perfect wisdom has not been attained]. They are 
divided as follows :— 


| ~ Stira (1). 


(1) Viocatine tae Peopositron, (2) Sairrina tae 
Proposition, 8) CoNTRADICTING THE Proposition, (4) 
ReNOUNCING THE Proposition, (5) Sairrina THE Pro- 
Bans, (ti) [ureuevanoy, (7) MEANIx GLASS Jaron, (8) 
UNINTELLIGIBILITY, (9) [NconzReNog, (10) INconsEQUEN- 
TiALIty, (11) InCompLETeNess, (12) RepunpaNog, (13) 
REPETITION, (14) Nox-aETRODUOriox, (15) IxoonAE· 
HENSION, (16) EmpagspassmENT, (17) Evasion, (18) 

_ Conresston oF 4 Oontrazy Opinion, (19) OvesrLook- 
ING THE CENSURABLE, (20) CensURING OF T E NON*CRNSURA- 
BLE, (21) INconsisTeNCy, AND (22) FarLacious ProBans 
Age THB CLINOHERS.—Si. (1). 


All these, divided into twenty-two kinds, are defined 
one by one, in the following Sütras.“ 


These twenty-two Clinchers have been grouped under seven heads, each of 
which iv dealt vitlDin tha sean fest ane af this Wadly bbessensom 
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Varfike on Sa. (). 
[P. 566, L. 1 to P. 558, L. 14.] 

Under 1-2-19 and 20, it has been briefly stated that il is 
a case of Olincher when there is misapprehension, as also 
when there ts non - apprekension; and there tea multiplicity 
of Clinchers owing to there being several varieties of both; and 
the sama has now got to be described in detail; T Olinchers 
are actual occasions of defeat, the receptuctes of fuulis— says 
the Bhagya. 


In a general way there are two Clinchers; [and the 
question arises]—from among the Agent (the propounder 
of the View), the objective (the View itself), and the instrumané 
(the argument whereby the View is sought to be established), 
—whose are the Clinchers [ie. on which do the Clinchers 
bear]? 


Some people declare that the Clinchers bear upon the 
view propounded ; they explain as follows :—“ Defeots consist 
in Incompleteness, Flawsin the Reasoning Factors, Flaws in 
the Answer, and Bewilderment; and by all these it is the 
View of the other Party that is vitiated. ” 

This however is not right; since the View remains in the 
same condition; the mention of the defect does not alter the 
view; when the piew is criticised, it remains 
just the same as it was when not criticised. 


Nor could the Clinchers bear upon the instrument (the 
argument); because nothing can be effective upon other 
objectives ; the instrument, consisting of the Proposition and 
other Factors of Reasoning, cannot ba affeotel by the 
Clinchers ; for the simple reason that no Instrument can be 
effective upon objectives other than its own; every Instru- 
ment is 3 only upon its own objective [and hence if 
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the argument is a true argument it must be effective it will 
not be effective only if it is made to bear upon things other than 


its own objective, in that case it is not a a true Instrument 
at all]. 


The fact of the matter is that it is the Agent (the 
Propounder of the argument) who is affected by the Clincher, 
by reason of propounding inefficient (improbable) Objectives 
(propositions) and Instruments (arguments), The Objective 
is regarded as ‘ inefficient ’ when it does not accomplish the 
desired purpose for the accomplishing of which it has been 
put up; e. ., the Sand in the making of the Jar; and the 
Instrument is regarded as ‘inefficient’ when it does not 
accomplish the act for the accomplishment of which it was 
set up; 6.9. the Shuttle &c. in the making of the Jar; in regard 
to their, own true objectives both of these are efficient. Thus 
then, when an Object is employed in regard to an objective 
other than its own, or when an Instrument is employed in 
connection with an objective other than its own, 
this only indicates the ignorance of the Propounder of the 
argument; and since Ignorance consists either in mis- 
apprehension or non-apprehension,’ it is the Propounder 
who becomes defeated,—and not either the Object 
or the Instrument,—both of these being dependent on some- 
thing else (and as sach not to be blamed), For this reason 
the defeat must be of the Propounding Agent, who is not 
dependent upon anything else; specially as ‘ misapprehension ° 
and ‘ non-apprehension’ are properties of the person, ‘ defeat’ 
which consists of these, must also belong to the person, Since 
however that the man has misapprehension or non-apprehens- 
ion, is known from the words he uses, the defects (constituting 
the Clinchers) are figuratively spoken of ‘defects of the 
Proposition and other factors of reasoning’; while a few of 
the Olincbers, such as Incomprehension and 80 forth, affect 
the man himself dineet hun https:/www.holybooks.com 
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An objection is raised It is not right to say that there 
are lwo kinds of Clinchers ; since several Olinchers are found 
mentioned in the Sara, it is not right to say that there are 
two kinds of Olinchers (as the Var{ike has said on P. 556, 
L. 18). ” 


This is not right; whether they are called ‘ two’ or ‘ of 
several kinds’ depends upon whether we take them under 
groups or in detail: If we take them in groups then they 
are two, while if we take them in detail, they are twenty-two. 
Even the number ‘ twenty-two’ is mentioned only by way 
of illustration; the actual number of individual Clinchers 
is endless. 

Objection>—"The Bhasya has said thab the Olinchers 
mostly bear upon the Proposition and other Factors of Reason- 
ing but since they really appertain to the Propounder of 
the Argument, it is not right to say that they bear upon the 
Proposition and other Factors of Reasoning. ” 

If you mean by this that —“ it having been 
asserted that Clinchers consist in misapprehen- 
sion and non-apprehension, what connection could there be 
between them and the Factors of Reasoning, Proposition 
&c. ? ’—there is no force in this, because the speaken can be 
regarded as ignorant only when his speech is found defective ; 
just as the actor is regarded as ignorant only when his 
action is defective ; it is through the action that the actor is 
found fault with; and it is through the speech that the speaker 
becomes found fault with; and it is in this. way that the 
Clinchers (though really affecting the speaker) are said to 
bear upon the Proposition &o. When it is said that Olinchers 
bear upon the Proposition o., it does not mean that they are 
contained in these [that there is the relation befween them 
of the container and the contained); what is meant is that 
the Clinchers aveunged om thes basis ofthe. Pxoposition &o. 


Var. P. 558. 
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Objection—“ They may affect the Propounder of the true, 
as also that of the false, doctrine,—ksays the Bhagya. But as 
a matter of fact, no Clincher can affect the propounder of 
the true doctrine ; because he actually gives expression to it; 
when the man propounds the true doctrine, he actually 
gives expression to it; and when he does so, it cannot be 
said that he is defeated.” 

There is no force in this; it is quite possible for him to 
be defeated, by reason of being unable to detect flaws in the 
objections urged against him by the Opponent, The man 
who propounds the true doctrine even though he expresses 
the right view,—is defeated when he fails to comprehend the 
true character of the wrong objections that are urged against 
his view by the upholder of the contrary view. Asa matter 
of fact, the true doctrine is fully established ; what happens 
is that even in regard to the established doctrine, the man 
fails to recognise the true character of the wrong objection 
urged against his doctrine, and thus becomes defeated. 

The first Sūtra is meant to illustrate the various kinds 
of Clinchers that may be possible. 

Süfra (2). 
WHEN THE PROPERTY OF TAB ‘ COUNTER-INSTANOB ’ 

(unceD By THE OPPONENT) is ADMITTED BY ONB TO BR 

PRESENT IN TRB EXAMPLE CITED BT HIMSELF,—IT Is A Cass 

op (1) ‘ Viotatina TEA Pxoposition.’ (SA. 2). 

| Bhagya on SA. (2). 

(P. 258, L. 2 to L. 8.]) 

The Opposition having been set up on the basis of a 
certain property which is contrary to the Probandum,—if 
the first Party admits that that contrary property, which 
belongs to the Counter-instance cited by the Opponent, is 

t in the Example cited by himself, he violates his 
original Proposition ; hence this becomes a case of ‘ Violating 


the Proposition, Inode HHH he Hraposition having been 
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ut forward in the form—-'Sound must be non. eternal 
use it is perceptible by the senses, like the Jar, —the 
Opponent says—“ But we find that Community, which is 
elernul, is also perceptible by the senses; and why cannot 
Sound also be the same?”—Being met with this Opposition, 
the First Party may say— if Community, which is perceptible 
by the senses, is eternal, the Jar also may be eternal’; and 
in this the First Party attributes eternality to the Example 
that he had cited in support of his proposition; and in 80 
doing he violates his entire thesis up to the Final Conclus- 
jon; and violating his entire thesis, he is said to violate his 
Proposition,—since the Thesis rests in the Proposition.“ 


Vartika on Sd. (2). 
[P. 558, L. 15 to P. 560, L. 7. 


The definition of the Clinchers is as follows: — When the 
First Party admits that the property of the Counter- instance 
subsists in the Example cited by himself, — he should be regard. 
ed as ‘defeated.’ F. g., Step I consists of the statement of 
the First Party—‘ Sound must be non- eternal, because it is 
perceptible by the senses, like the Jar ; —on this comes 
Step II, which consists of the following statement of 
the Second Party—“ Community, which is eternal, 
is also perceptible by the Senses; why cannot Sound be 
the same? ; —then comes Step III, in the form of the 
following from the First Party—‘If Community, which is 
perceptible by the senses, is eternal, the Jar also may be 
eternal.’ In this statement the First Party admits the 
presence of the property of the Counter-instance in the 


® The Bodhasidghé remarks that the S6f¢ra describes two kinds of ‘ Violating 
the Proposition the first is described by the very name ‘ Violating the Proposi- 
tion, and another by the rest of the Sdtra. The example of the former kind 
would be that case whep, on finding that he cannot bring forward arguments to 
sustain his position, the first Party entirely surrenders his point.— All right, I give 
up my point; Sound is not non-elernal.’ What is cited in the Bhdgya is the example 
of the second kin@ownloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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Example cited by himself, and by this admission he renounces 
the Example, and by so doing he gives up his 
whole thesis, down to the Final Conclusion; 
and this is what is called ‘ Violating the Proposition. ’ 


We do not understand how, in the example cited by the 
Bhasya, the Proposition becomes ‘ violated.’ What the Oppon- 
ent does is to urge, on the basis of the Counter-instance, 
the ‘ inconclusive’ character of the Probans [by showing 
that the Probans, perceptidbility by the senses, is not invariably 
concomitant with the Probandum, uon-eternality], —and what 
the First Party does is to admit the presence of ‘ eternality ’ 
in his own Example, and does not try to show that his Pro- 
bans is not beset with the defect of ‘ inconclusiveness’ ; and 
by this admission of ‘eternality’ in his Example, it is the 
Example that becomes vitiated with the defect of being ‘ untrue’ 
(since not serving to show the concomitance of non-eternality 
with perceptibility by the senses}. Consequently it is either 
by the deficiency of tlie Example,’ or by that of the Pro- 
bans,’ that the First Party becomes ‘defeated’; and there 
is no Violation of the Proposition. It may be that by 
renouncing the Example’ the Party ranounces tlie Proposi- 
tion also; hence the Clincher of Violating the Proposition“ 
is applied to him secondarily (indirectly). But unless there 
is an original primary there can be no secondary application ; 
80 that it has still to be pointed out what is that to which 
the name ‘Violating the Proposition’ applies primurily or 
directly, 

“How, then, are we to explain the Sütra which dis- 
tinctly says— When the property of the Counter-instance is 
admitted to be present in the Example cited by himself, 
it is a case of Violating tha Proposition’ ? 

The term griptanfa is to be taken in its literal sense of 
t established,’ bdwmounstrated'psothatdhederaif tvadrigtanfs 


Vir P. 569. 


BHASYA-VARTIKA 5-2-2 1743 


means in one’s own thesis’; similarly the term ‘prafidristanta’ 
means the ‘counter-thesis.’ Thus the meaning of the Sutra 
comes to be— When one admits the presence of the property 
of the counter-thesis in his own thesis’; 6. 9., the original 
thesis being ‘Sound must be non-eternel, because it is per- 
ceptible by the Senses ’, the Opponent urges against it the case 
of Community, and then the First Party says — if Com- 
munity, which is perceptible by the Senses, is eternal, then 
Sound also may be eternal’ [and here the property ‘Eternality,’ 
which has been urged by the Opponent in the counter-thesis, 
has heen admitted by the First Party in his own thesis] ;— 
in this way does this becume acase of ‘Violating the Pro- 
position’; for the former proposition set up by the man was 
‘Sound is non-eternal’, and when faced with the case of 
‘Community,’ which shows that bis premiss is not true and 
the reasoning is inconclusive, he says ‘ Sound is eternal ’; and 
since in doing so he gives up a fact that had been definitely 
known by him to be true, and thereby shows his misappre- 
hension of things, it becomes a case of defeat’, * Clincher.’ 

“But it is only the accepting of a possible con- 
tingency.”” If you mean by this that—“in the 
latter proposition also the man does not quite affirm the 
Eternality of Sound ; all that he does is to admit a possible 
contingency if, as you urge, Community, whichis perceptible 
by the senses, is eternal, then Sound also may be so, —this 
does not change the situation; as even so the Olincher 
becomes applicable; since, instead of defending his thesis 
| against the charge of inconclusiveness, he goes 
and admits the possibility (of the Opponent’s 
contention) ; thus he becomes defeated.’ 

Others have argued that what is urged in the ‘ Violating 
of the Proposition’ is already included under the Fudlacy (of 
Inconclusiveness) attaching to the Probans, hence it need not 
be regarde] asca:Qidashensn Dheywontencbas follows : It is 
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hot right to regard this as a Olinoker, as it is found included 
under Fallactaus Beason ; since what the man is defeated’ by 
is the fact of his Probans‘ because it is perceptible by the 
senses being inconclusive.” : | 

This is not right; because what briags about his defeat is 
the fact of his not answering the charge of ‘ inconclusiveness ' 
and thus showing his ignorance.* That this is so is shown 
by the fact that if he does answer that charge of ‘inconclus- 
iveness’, he is not defeated. Hence mere ‘ inconclusiveness ’ 
does not constitute a Clincher or ground of defeat. 

Safra (3). 
THE SUBJECT OF THE (ORIGINAL) PROPOSITION BAVING 

BEEN DENIED, ir THE First PARTY FINDS A DIVERSITY IN 

THE PROPERTIES (OF THE EXAMPLE AND THB OCOUNTER-IN- 

STANOS), AND PUTS IT FORWARD WITHA VIEW TO ESTABLISH 

THB FORMER PROPOsITION,—THIs Is (2) ‘SHIFTING THE 


Proposition.” (Sd. 3.) 
| Bhégya on Sü. (3). 
[P..258, L. 11 to P. 259, L. 2.] 

The ‘subject of the original Proposition’ is— Sound is 
non-eternal, because it is perceptible by the Senses, like the 
Jar’; this Proposition haviag been propounded (by the First 
Party) there comes its ‘denial’ (by the Second Party), which 
consists in showing, by means of a counter-instance, that the 
Probans (of the original Proposition) is not truly concomitant 
(with the Probandum),—' Community, which is perceptible by 
the senses, being eternal’ ;—and the subject of the original 
Proposition being thus denied, the First Party finds, a diver- 
sity in the properties of the Hzample and the Vounter-instance’, 
i. e., he finds that while both (Jar and Community) have a 
certain property, being perceptible by the eenses, in common, 
there are others in which they differ; e.g., Community is 
perceptible by the senses and all- pervading, while the Jar is 
perceptible by the senses and not- all ꝓervading; and 
perceiving this diversity of 1 he puts it forward with 
a view to establish his former Proposition, how ?—|in this 
way] — just as the Jar is not- all- porvading, so is Sound 
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also noi all- pervading, and hence like the Jar it should be 
non-elernal also’;—now here the former Proposition was 
Sound is non-eternal ’, and ‘Sound is not-all-pervading is 
a totally different Proposition,—this is thus an instance of 
‘ Shifting the Proposition’. 

“In what way does this become a Ground of Defeat, a 
Clincher? ” | 


Well, as a matter of fact, one Proposition does not 
8 another Proposition; what prove a Proposition are the 
robans and the Example; hence the putting forward (as 
proof) of what cannot prove the Proposition is entirely Futile; 
and being futile, it becomes a Ground of Defeat.’ ° 


Varfika on Sü. (3). 
LP. 560, L. 10 to L. 17.] 


The example is the same as before. What the man does 
is to set up on the basis of the diversity of properties, consist- 
ing in being all-pervading’ and being not-all-pervading’; 
another Proposition, in the form,—‘ Sound is not-all-pervad- 
ing,’ 

“ The original Proposition was—‘ Sound is non-eternal’ 
and this being attackedt iby the Opponent) on the basis 
of ‘Community, which is perceptible by the senses,—the 
First Party puts forward another Proposition in the 
form ‘ Sound, being not all · pervading, must be non- eternal. In 
what way does this become a ground of Defeat ?’ ” 

It becomes a ‘ground of defeat’ by reason of theman not 
knowing the real character of the Probans; without knowing 

© Though when the First Party puts forward the fact of Sound being not-all- 
pervading, the idea in his mind is that, after having brought this home to the other 
party, he would add that as a qualifying clause ¿o his original premiss—stating it in 
the forin because Sound, while being not-all-pervading, is perceptible by the senses 


(it must be non-eternal)’;—yet until he actually does so, his position is clearly 
subject to the said Clincher.—7'a{parya. 


t The Benares Edition reads afergay. We have adopted the reading and 
explanation of the Tatparya which reads fd: and takes it as qualifying 
ard}, understood, whiolnkasifat itenventargyfiyelnoiynderetacdn 
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the real character of the probans, the man puts up 
the Proposition—‘ baing not-all-pervading, Sound must be 
non- eternal.“ And one Proposition cannot prove another 
proposition ;—hence on account of the man not knowing 
and putting forward the real Probans, this becomes a case 
of ‘shifting the Proposition’; and this becomes a Ground of 
Defeat either by reason of ‘ misapprehension’ or by that of 
‘ non-apprehensioa.’ 
Stitra (4). 

WHEN THERE IS CONTRADICTION BETWEEN THE Pro- 
POSITION AND THB ProbaNns, IT is (8) € CONTRADICTION or 
THE Proposition. (Sd. 6.) 

Bhasya Si. on (+). 
[P. 259, L. 4 to L. 8.] 


The Proposition is stated in the form, — Substance must 
be something different from Quality’, and the Statement of 
the Probans is inthe form—‘ because no objects are ever 
perceived, except Colour &c.’;— and there is a contra- 
diction (conflict) between these, Proposition and Statement 
of the Probans.—How ?—If Substance is something different 
from Quality, then it is not possible that nothing except 
Colour &c. should be perceived—while if nothing except 
Colour &o., is perceived, then it is not possible that Substance 
should be something different from Quality; thus there is 
a conflict between the two statements—-(a) ‘Substance must 
bə different from Quality’ and (b) ‘Nothing except Colour 
&c, is perceived; i.e., the two are mutually Nugatory, and 
are impossible.“ 

Varlika on Sd. (4). 
[P. 506, L. 19 to P. 561, L. 12.] 
(a) When the Proposition is contradicted by the State - 


mont of the Probans, and (b) the latter by the former,—it is a 


® The Bodhasiddhi remarks that the contradiction between the Proposition’ 
and the ‘Statement of the Probans’ has been mentioned only by way of illustra- 
tion ; as a matter of faot, there is contradiction of the Proposition whenever there 
is any inconsistency between any two factors of reasoning, and also when the 
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case of ‘Contradiction of the Proposition,’ F. g., (a) Sub- 
stance is different from Quality, because it is not perceived as 
different from it.“ 


The same explanation applies also to the ‘ contradiction by 
the Proposition —i. e., the case where the words of the 
Proposition itself are self-contradictory ; e.g. the proposition 
‘tho female ascetic is with child. 


It also applies to ‘Contradiction by the Statement of 
the Probans’,—wh2re the Proposition is contradicted by the 
Statement of the Probans (the latter being more in keeping 
with actual experience); e. 9, all things are diverse ie. 
there is no unity] because positive terms are always applied 
to an aggregate of things;’ [to say that there is no unity 
is contradicted by the statement that terms are applied to 
an aggregate, which must be one.] 


A similar explanation is applicable also to (1) the Contra- 
diction of the Propositiont by the Example le. g. Sound 
is non-eternal because it is knowable, like Ad. (2) to 
the Contradiction of the Statement of the Probans by the 
Example &. (E.g. ‘Sound is eternal, because it is perceptible 
by the Senses, like the Diad’,)—and (3) also to the contradic» 
tion of the Proposition and the Statement of the Probans by 
well-known facts. 


Similarly, when the Opponent urges (against the First 
Party) the fallacy of ‘inconclusiveness ’; on the basis of some- 
thing that is possible only under the theory of the First 
Party, he incurs the Clincher of ‘ Contradiction.’ That is, when 
the Opponent (the Batiddha who does not admit of any 
olass or class-character) tries to show the inconclusiveness 


°This is an iustance of the Proposition contradicting the Statement of the 
Probans, because the former is the stronger of the two, being more in keeping with 
actual experience, 
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of the Probana by citing the case of the class-character ‘ Cow," 
which is possible only under the theory of his disputant,— 
such an answer should be regarded as ‘Contradictory.’ 
‘Contradictory’ also is the Probans when it is one that is 
put forward without taking into account one's own main 
doctrine; i.o., when a man puts forward a Probans without 
regard to his main doctrine ;—~e.g., the First Party having 
put forward his proposition in the form, ‘Sound is non- 
eternal, because it is perceptible by the Senses’, if the 
Opponent (Bauddha) sets up his opposition on the basis 
of the eternality of the class-character ‘Cow’, which is 
possible only if there is an aggregate consisting of several 
individuals [and is as such incompatible with the Opponent’s 
main doctrine that there is no ‘aggregate and there is nothing 
‘eternal ']—this becomes ‘contradictory.’ It is only when 
the counter-instance urged is such as is compatible with 
the doctrines of both parties that it can be a case of real 
* Inconclusiveness ; it is only when some such thing is found 
as is admitted by both parties—and inconclusiveness is urged 
on the basis ofthat thin g.—that the opposition can be right, 
and not ‘ contradictory.’ 

“ How is it that the citing of the Wrong Haample has not 
been mentioned among Clinchers ? ” 

The reason for this lies in the fact that Wrong Ezaniples 
are always preceded by (and based upon) Fallacious Probans 
and as such should be regarded as mentioned hy the mention 
of these latter.“ 

Sd fra (5). 
THE ORIGINAL THESIS HAVING BEBN OPPOSED, IF WHAT 

WAS FORMERLY AFFIRMED HAPPENS TO BE RKTRACTED,—~IT 18 

(4) ‘ Renouncine rap Proposition. ’ (Si, 5). 


The Example forms a part of the Probans, since the Probans not supported 


by the Examples is not convincing. Hence if the Example is wrong, the Probans 
becomes in validatedQW loaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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| Bhagya on Sù. (5). 
„ [P. 259, Ll. 10—3.] 
The original thesis having been put forward in the form, 
Sound is non- eternal, because it is perceptible by the senses, 
the other party says — Community is peros tible by the 
senses and is yet eternal, and similarly Sound also, which 
is perceptible by the senses, may be eternal”;—and the 
original thesis being thus opposed, if the First Party happens 
. to say —' Who says that Sound is non-elernal?’ This ree 
_ traction of what had been affirmed in the Proposition is what 
is called ‘ Renounoing the Proposition. 
har i ika on Sd. (5). 
[P. 561, L. 14 to L. 17.] 


When one abandons what he had before affirmed, —on 
its being opposed—it should be regarded as a case of Re- 
nounciog the Proposition. The Example is as that shown 
before. The Probans having been shown to be inconclusive, 
on the basia of ‘Community,’ the First Party might say— 
‘Who says that Sound is non-eternal?’ This also shows 
that the man is ignorant of the strength of his own reason, 
and thus it is a ‘ground of defeat’ based upon ‘ mis-appree 
hension. ’ | 

| Süfra (6). 
Tax PROBANS IN THE UNQUALIFIED FORM HAVING BREN 
OPPOSED, IP THE First PARTY DESIRES TO QUALIFY ir, IT 
is A OASB OP (5) ‘SHIFTING THE PRoBaANs, '—(Si. 6). 


~ Tho Bauggha Logician Dharmakirti has objected to this Clincher of ‘ Renouho- 
ing the Proposition, on the ground that the First Party having been already 
t defeated" by the pointing out of the inoonclusiveness of his Probans, there can 
be no nead for any further ‘ground of defeat. The fa{parya line answered 
this by saying that, as soon as the person finds that unless he renounces hic 
proposition he shall be faced with the Fallacy of Iooonolusiveness; hence with 
a view to save himself from that he retracts the Proposition; so that this Retrac- 
tion comes in before the charge of Inconclusiveness is brought bome to him, and 
until thie is bronghbveomecded kiam bétmanuotbhbdefeatoediðm 


70 THE NYAYASOTRAS OF O 


-` Bhagya on Bü. (6). | 
[P. 259, 16 to P. 260, L. 10.] 

_ Bxample:—The Proposition is set up in the form, ‘ every- 
thing that is manifested has a single origin; — why p—s he 
Cause products emanating from a single origin have a. definite 
magnitude,—in the Cup and other products of Clay we find 

a definite magnitude, the product being of the same 

magnitude as the composition of the original substance 
and such magnitude is found in every product ;—and every 
. manifested thing is found to bave a definite magnitude; 
hence from the fact that every product emanating from a 
single origin has a definite magnitude, we conclude that 
everything that is manifested emanates from a single origin.’ * 
Against this argument of the First Party, the following 
Opposition is set up with a view to show that the Probans 
is not invariably concomitant with the Probandum :— 

‘Asa matter of fact, magnitude is found present in pro- 
ducts emanating from the same origin, as also in those 
emanating from several origins.” This opposition having 
been put forward, the First Party says [My reasoning would 
then be] because a definite magnitude is found in the Cup 
and other products, in ali which there subsists. the same 
qriginal substance ;—every manifested thing, while having 
qubsiating in i Pleasure, Pain and Delusion (the constituent 
altributas of Primordial Matter), is found to have definite 
magnitude ; —and from this it follows that no other original 
substance being found subsisting in all manifested things, 
they must all have a single origin (in the form of Primordial 
Matter). | : 

Now here it is found that in the first instance the First 
Party stated the Probans in an unqualified form [' because 
they have a definite magnitude, ],—and when this was objected 
to—-he added a qualification to it [in the form while having 
the sams original substance subsisting in them ’]; and this 
thus becomes a case of Shifting the Probans. 7 

[The reason why this is a ground for defeat, ts as 
followa}—The second (qualified) probans having been put 
forward, if the party mentions an Rxample in corroboration 


ee right reading, as found in B.C, and D. is e 
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of what i is stated in the Probans, then that manifested thing, 
which is cited as Example ' (which, as example, cannot be 
included in the Proposition) ceases to be the emanation 
from a single origin, because, by its very nature (of Exam “fa 
it must be the emanation from some other origin“ ;—i 
the other hand, no Example is cited, then the Probans, not 
having its truth corroborated by n suitable Example, cannot 
prove the desired conclusion; so thatthe Probans turning 
out to be futile, the ‘ ground of defeat’ remains in force. 

-Vartika on Su. (6). 

i [P. 562, LI. 1—2.] , 

The Example is given ia the BA. By setting up 
another Probans, the first: Party shows the weakness of the 
Probans put forward before; —this is what makes this a 
‘Ground of Defeat,’ If the former Probans is efficient, then 
the setting up of another is absolutely useless. | 

Bud of Section (1). 


Section (2). 
[Satras 7—10.] 

Dealing with the four Olinchers—(6), (7), (8) and 
(9)—which consist in the non-apprehension of what is 
needed for the desired purpose. 

Safra (7). 
Tut PUTTING FORWARD OF STATEMENTS BEARING NO O 

CONNEOTION WITH THB PURPOSR IN HAND. CONSTITUTES (6) 

6 IRRELEVANOY.” (St. 7). 

Bhasya on St. (7). 
[P 260, L. 12 to L. 18. 

The thesis and counter-thesis having been set up in the 
manner described above, the ‘purpose in hand being the 


e The proposition is ia the form — all manifested things are &.; if the 
example is not included in this all, ' then what is predicated of the ‘all’ will not ` 
be true of the Example; ifthe Example is aleo included In it, then no Example 
can be possible, Downloaded from https:/Awww.holybooks.com 
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proving of the Probandum by a proper Probans,-—the First 
Party might make the following statement: — That Sound 
is eternal is proved by the Probans, Hafu, because it is inian- 
gible’ (having said so far he finds that bis Probdns is not valid, 
hence he goes on] — the term heju is a verbal noun derived 
from the root ki and affix fun, —a term is either a Noun or a 
Verb, or a Preposition, or Indeclinable Particle; —the noun 
is that word which has its form qualified by the fact of the 
thing denoted by it having a distinct action, —the verb is 
either (a) an aggregate of the action and the active agencies, 
or (b) that which denotes the presence in thé active agent, 
of a certain action qualified by a definite time and number, “ 
or (c) that which is simply expressed by the root and is qualifi- 
ed by a particular time,—the Iudeclinables are those that, in 
actual usage, bave no denotation entirely apart from what is 
expressed by the noun or the verb,—the Prepositions are 
used as prefixes and serve to qualify the action denoted 
by the Verb ;—and so forth, [all which has nothing to do 
with the proving of his Proposition]; and this constitutes 
Irrelevanoy. 
Varfika on Su, (7). 
| | [P. 562, LL. 4-5.] 

The Example is given iu the Bhagya. This isa Ground 
of Defeat,’ because what is put forward has no connection 
with the Proposition affirmed ; what is relevant is only that 
which has been affirmed ; all else is Irrelevant. 

i Stra (8). | 
THAT WHIOH 18 LIKE THB MERE REPRATING OF THE 

LETTERS OF THE ALPHABET 18 (7) ‘ MEANINGLESS JARGON ’ 

(Sa. 8). . ° i 
Bun on St. (8). 

i l l LE. 261, Ll. 2-4.) | E | vd 

E. g., Sound is eternal, because ka- o- ia · fa pa are a · va · 

ga· da · qa - ca like Ila · ba- ñ · pa · dia- ha · ta such state- 
Ide right reading in all Mes. is N med are eg eee 
` +The right reading in supplied by B aad DO e anega. 
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ments are absolutely meaningless. Binoe the wore letters of 

the alphabet can have no denotation, they cannot express 

anything; hence it is the mere letters that are repeated in a 

certain order. l 
Varfika on Sn. (8). 
[P. 562, Ll. 7-9.) 

-¢ - The example is cited in the Bhagya. This proves the 
man's ignorance, ‘since he does not put forward what could 
prove his proposition ; the man that puts forward such argu- 
ments is ignorant of what he has got to prove and what can 
prove it,—nor does he put forward (rightly) what he has to 
prove aud what can prove it; hence this constitutes a ‘Ground 
of Defeat. 

Sutra (9). 
Ir THE ASSERTION MADB 18 SUOH THAT, THOUGH STATED 
THREE TIMES, IT FAILS TO BE UNDERSTOOD BY THE AUDIENOS — 
Au THB Seoonp Pasry, IT 18 a case or (8) * UN-INTELLI- 
GIBILITY, —(Sa, 8.) 
Bhasya on Sd. (9). 
[P. 261, Ll. 7-9.] 


If the assertion is made and is not understood by the audi- 
ence and the Secoad Party, even though stated three times,— 
and this happens when the assertion consists of words with 
double meanings, or of such words as are not met with in ordi- 
nary usage, or when the words are uttered too hurriedly and so 
forth ;—this constitutes Unintelligibility’; since the man 
makes use of unintelligible expressions intentionally, with 
a view to cover the weakness of his reasonings,—this con- 
stitutes a ‘ Ground of Defeat.’ : 


Vo such argument is found in actual usage. The Tätparya points out that 
we have an example of this when the Dravida puts forward his argument, for the 
'bouvinoing of an Arya, in his own Vernacular, which conveys no idea to the latter, 
who is ignorant of the Dravidian tongue; and for whom the words of that language 


are only so many lettascpaundged ftom https:/Awww.holybooks.com _ 
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-Vartika on S0. (9). | 
a [P. 562, Ll. 1218.) F 
The example is cited in the Bhasys, This is a ‘ Ground 
of Defeat’, since it indicates the weakness of the speaker 
this weakness being a form of ‘ ignorance.’. | 
| Safra (10). | | 
IN A CASS WHEE, THERE BEING NO’ CONNECTION 
BETWEEN THB EXPRESSIONS FOLLOWING ONS ANOTHER, THEY | 
ARB FOUND TO AFFORD NO CUNNECTED MEANING, IT 18 A CANE 
or (9) Inconsazncs.’ (SU. 10). 
Bhagya on Su. (10). 
(P. 261, L. 11 to L. 14.) 


In a case where, either among several words or several 
sentences, there is no possibility of proper sequence and 
connection,-~and hence the whole is found to be disconnected, 
—ginoe there is no meaning obtained from the words or 
sentences taken collectively, it is a case of ‘ Incoherence.’ J. g. 
(a) Ten pomegranates, six cakes ‘(where there is no connec- 
tion between the two sentences) ; (b) ‘ Cup—goatskin—flesh — 
lump—deer-skine—of the Virgin—to bedrunk—her father— 
devoid of character’ + Where the words have no connection 


B, E 
among themseiree. 1 fs on 80, (10). 
[P. 562, L. 15 to P. 568, L. ) 

E.g., such sentences as ten pomegranates , eto. 

_“ There is no difference between ‘Meaningless’ and In- 
coherent.” If you mean by this that “ The Zncoherent does, 
not differ from the Meaningless Jargon, because in the 
latter, as in the former, the meaning is not grasped, ” 
r . then our answer is that the two do differ 

n between themselves;—how?—In the gaso 
of ‘Meaningless. Jargon we have mere letters, while- 


0 and Bind D read 


„ 
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in the ‘Incoherent’ we have unconnected words,-In 
what way is this a Ground of Defeat?” No idea of 
anything can be derived except from a sentence (in which 
the words are connected with one another); and hence when 
the Party propounds an Incoherent argument, it shows that 
he does not know the character of the true Probans ; and 
hence it becomes a Ground of Defeat. | 

| ` End of Section (3). ; 


Section (3). | 
[Sutras 11—13.] Ma 
Dealing withthe (10), (11) and (12) Olinchers—- 
which consist in the wrung presentment of one’s case. 
| Fra (1 1). 
WAEN TAA PACTORS OF BRASONING ARE STATED m THE 
REVERSED ORDER, ir IS A CASE OF (10) ‘INCONSEQUENTIALITY.’ 
(Sa. 11). } 
Bhasye on Sd. (11). 
| l [F. 261, Ll. 16—17.] , 
Among the severa! Factors of Reasoning, Proposition and 
the rest, there is a definite natural order, in which they are 
stated, —which is based upon the nature of what is expressed 
by each of them; and when a statement is made in which 
this natural order is reversed,—it becomes a case of that 
‘Ground of Defeat,’ which is called ‘Inconsequentiality;’ 


which means that what is expressed by the several Factors 
is not found to form a connected whole, ~ 


Vartika or Sü. (11). 
| (P. 568, L. 5 tu L. 20.] 
When the Factors of Reasoning are stated in the reversed - 
order, it is a Ground of Defeat. ; 


Some people assert that this cannot be a ‘Ground of 
Defeat, as even sactha: propasitioniaprovediom These people 


` : 
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argue as follows: Inconsequentiality cannot be a Ground 
of Defeat; (a) as even so the Proposition is proved; (b) bee 
cause there is no fixed convention on the matter; we do not 
admit of any fixed convention as to the order in which the 
Factors should be stated ;—(c) and because of actual usage; 
as a matter of fact, reversing of the order of the Factors 
is met with in all treatises. Under the ciroumstances, whose. 
convention is it (that fixes the order in question)? 


(a) As regards ® the first argument—" Even s0 the Propo. 
sition is proved, this might be analogous to the using of 
words in their incorrect forms: Even when such corrupt 
forms of words as gab and the like are used in the sense 
of the Bull,’ they do afford the idea of the animal with the 
hump ; and yet it is not useless to lay down the rule that the 
correct form of the word is ‘go’; because what happens in 
the said case is that the corrupt form gde brings to the 
mind the correct form of the word ‘go,’ which latter provides 
the idea of the Bull with the hump; in the same manner, 

when the Factors are stated in a wrong order, they bring to 
our mind the Statement in the natural order, and this latter 
brings the idea of what is expressed by it [It is for this 
reason that the Proposition is found to be proved even when 
the Factors are stated in the wrong order]. How does 
this come about?” That there is a natural order of things, 
such as the objective is taken up first, then the instrument— 
is shown by several instances in ordinary experience; e. g. the 
clay-lump (is taken up frst, then the wheel and other instrue 

ments needed in the making of the Jar out of the clay) 
{similarly ih the case in question, the Proposition, which is 
the, objective, should be stated first, then the instruments 7 
consisting of the Probans, the Example, and so forth), i 


i- the sight eeadingam E E 
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0 As regards the second argument —" we do not admit 
of any convention in the matter, ”—our answer is that there 
is no convention in the matter; it is the mere natural order 
of things (spoken of by the several Factors); and when a 
person lays stress upon this natural order of things, he does 
not deserve to be censured. 


(o) As regards the third argument because of actual 
usage, —this is has no force; as it shows that the Objector 
does not understand what actually forms the‘Ground of Defeat.’ 
(It is true that in Svientific treatises, the Factors of Reason- 
ing are not always stated in their natural order ; but) this is 
due tothe fact that these treatises are written for the purpose 
of providing a comprehensive account of things [so that the 
writers have their eye on terseness, ]; but when one has to 
explain or expound what has been once stated in the come 
prehensive (terse) form, he always does it by stating the 
argument in a form in which the Factors of Reasoning Pro- 
position and the rest—are stated in their natural order.“ 

: Satra (12). 

THAT WHICH 18 WANTING IN ANY ONE OF THE Factors 
oF Rassonina ts (1 ) tar ‘ Incompiets.’—(SH, (12). 
7 Bhagya on Su. (12). 
° LF. 262, Li. 1.2.] 


When the statement is wanting in any one of the Factors 
of Reasoning Proposition and the rest—it is a case of the 


Bach terse statement of argument, though permissible in scientific treatises, 
isnot permissible in discussion, where every step inthe reasoning should be 
stated clearly. It is in this connection that the Taf{parya has quoted (apparently 
from a Scientific Treatise) the passage Tereko ; which contaias in 8 
very condensed form, two arguments in favour of Idealiem: (1) The Idealist says 
that he can prove the non-existence of all things except Idea, in the same manner 
as the Nihilist (Geeta) proves the non-existence of all things ; and (2) he can 
prove the existence of the Idea in the same manner as the Realist ( 
proves the existence uf flüge. https://www.holybooks.com 
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* Ground of Defeat ‘called : Incompleteness’ ; ‘for in the 
absence of a complets statement of the reasoning, the desired 
conclusion cannot be established. 


Varlika on Su. (12). 
[P. 564, L. 2 to L. 12.] 


That statement in which one of the Factors Proposition 
and the rest—is wanting, is to bs regarded as ‘incomplete’. 
“In what way does this become a Ground of Defeat’ ? ” 
It becomes so by reason of the fact that in the absence of 
the well-equipped reasoning, the conclusion is not proved, 
Some people argue that there can be no such ‘Ground 
of Defeat as wanting in the Proposition (the First Factor).’ 
But this: is not right; these people should be met with 
the following alternative questions in regard to such state» 
ments as do not state the Proposition :—If a man propounds 
a statement without the Proposition,—is he, or ishe not, 
defeated? Tf he is, which ‘Ground of Defeat is there? 
For none of the other Factors is wanting; nor are there any 
defects of the Probans ete. ; and yet the man is defeated '; 
and the ay Ground of Defeat ” possible is that his state- 
ment is wanting in the Proposition’.—If, on the other hand, 
he is not defeated—this would mean that even an incomplete 
argument proves the conclusion; that is, the Result is 
accomplished without the Means. If you say that—“ The 
Proposition consists in the accepting of a certain doctrine ”, 
this also we do not understand. As a matter of fact, 
$ Proposition ' consists in the mentioning of the object (to be 
proved), while the acceptance of a doctrine ° consists in the. 
accepting of a certain fuot which has been fully understood 
in all its general and speoial aspects. | | 
| 2% fy Bafra (13). . ae 
* TEHAT WHIOH-OONTAINS SUPERFLUOUS : Pronzus AMD 
OExiners bas Rn” t Su 8). 
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Bin on Sn. (18). 
[P. 262, LI. 4-5.] 


one dies being sufficient for the purpose in view, (when 
more than one Probans or Example are put forward), one or 
the other must be superfluous. This, however, is to 
be regarded as a ‘ Ground of Defeat’ only when there is a 
restriction (placed upon the speaker, in regard to stating 
on/y what 8 actually necessary for the proving of his pro- 


position). 
Var(ika on Su. (18). 
IP. 564, L. 14 to P. 565, L. 2.] 


That statement in which there are two probans or two 
* examples is redundant; and it constitutes Redundance ’ 
as a Ground of Defeat.’ i 

“ This is not a Ground of Defeat, because it serves to 
add further strength — say some people. These people 
argue as follows: This cannot be a Ground of Defeat, 
as it serves to strengthen the reasoning ; we find that when 
several means of knowledge are available they bring about 
a strengthened (confirmed) knowledge of the thing; ¢.9., 
when smoke cnd light both help us to obtain the cognition 
of the presence of Fire.” 

This i is not right; as the exact meaning of ‘strengthen. 
ing is not explained; when you assert that several means 
of knowledge strengthen the knowledge, you do. not explain 
what is meant by ‘ strengthening '—you do not explain what 
precisely you mean by saying that it serves to strengthen ’ ? 


“The strength of thecognition consists in easier conviction.” 


This also remains as before; what is meant by 
‘easier’? If what you mean is that—“ both (probans) 
help to bring about the necessary cognition ”,—it is true that 
both help to bring about the cognition ; but when cognition 
has already been brought about by means of one, the men» 
tion of the secondcdstrentinelywuselessgxibobeing like the 


1760 THE NYAVASOTRAS OF GAUTAMA | 


bringing i in of another light when the object has deals 

been illumined by one. | 
Farther, there would be an infinite series (of Probans 

and Examples) if more than one were permitted; for in that 

case one could goon adding proof after proof, even after 

the desired conclusion had been already established. . 

| | Env or Secrion (3). 


- Seotion (4). 
= [Safras 14-15. 
aeons with. the Clincher (18) Repetition. 
Sutra (14). | 
Tun BR-STATEMENT OF Wonps AND Ineas CONSTITUTSS 
© REPETITION '—-EXOCEPT IN THR CASE OF REPRODUCTION. 


(Su. 14.) | 
| Bhagya on Sd. (14). 
| | . 262, L. 1 to L. 10.] 
Ezceot in the case of Raproduction, (a) Repetition’ of 
Words and (ô) Repetition of Ideas (constitute ‘grounds of de- 
feat’) e.g. (a) ‘ Sound is eternal, Sound is eternal,’ here we 
have ' repetition of words’; and (6) ‘ Sound is non-eternal, 
Intonation is liable to destruction’, here we have the MA 
tion of the ‘Idea’ (of Sound being not 1 
the case of Reproduction, it is not ‘ Repetition and 
of Defeat); because in that case the — serves an 
additional purpose; when for instance, the re-: statement 
of the Proposition on the basis of the Statement of the 
the Probans constitutes the Final Conclusion’ (Sā. 1-1-39). 
: Vartike on Sù. (14). 
[F. 565, Li, 4-5.) | 
„(a) We have ‘Repetition of Words’ in the statement 
a Sound. is non-eternal— Sound is non- eternal“; and (5) we 
have ‘Repetition of Idea in the statement Sound is 


‘non-eternal—lIntonation is liable to destruction. . - 
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In:the case of Reproduction, it is not Repetition’ because 
in that case the re- statement serdes an additional purpose. 

Some people hold that Repetition is not a Ground of 
‘Defeat,’ because there is no harm. These people argue 
thus : Repetition is not a Ground of Defeat, because 
there is no harm done by ıb; when the man repeats things 
there is no harm done to the process of investigation. In fact 
the use of words is for the purpose of bringing conviction to 
other persons; and when statements are repeated, the ear 
comprehends the meaning more easily; so that being a 
means of bringing about conviction, repetition cannot be 
a Ground of Defeat.“ 

It is true that it brings conviction to other persons; 
but ia expressing what has already been expressed, there is 
an element of superfluity, and by reason of this superfluity 
it becomes a Ground of Defeat; as it shows that the man 
does not fully understand the real nature of the means that he 
has toadopt for the accomplishment of his purpose (of proving 
the Conclusion). Tbe man is neither the pupil nor the 
teacher; hence there is no point in expressing the same 
idea again and again. 

 Küfra (15). 
Tas ACTUAL STATEMANT BY MEANS OF DIRECTLY EXPRESS- 

IVE WORDS OF WHAT is ALREADY IMPLIED— 

Bhasya on Sd. (15). 
LP. 262, L. 12 to L. 15.] 
is Repetition ,°—this term soming in from the preceding 
Sutra. 


Example fof this second form of Repetition ]—Having 
asserted that ‘Saund i is non-eternal, because it has the character 
ok being produced,” if the man goes on to add ‘only 
that which does not have the character of being produced’ 
can be eternal,” which words are expressive of the idea 


©The Nyéyaschinibundha, the Titparya and Sd. Ms. D. makes greeny’ 
part of-the Safra 1B\ itweltpUatithinid Wetsid keeping with cheba ya. l 
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that is already got by implication’ this should be 3 
as ‘Repetition’; because words are used only for. the 
purpose of conveying a meaning, and when this has already 
been done by implication [the actual using of ae to the 
same effect is superfluous}, — | i 

8 Vartika on Bü. (15). 

LP. 565, L. 14.] 

This is a Ground of Defeat for the same reasons as the 

former kind of Repetition. 
| End of Section (4). 


eae 


Section (5). 
(Sitras 16:19.) 


Dealing with the four Clinchere—(14), (15), (16) and 
(27)—which denote incompatibility with the right method of 


Answer. 
| . Sura (16), 
Ir rae First PARTY FAILS TO BR-STATS WHAT HAS 
BUEN STATED (BY THE SECOND PARTY) THREE TIMES, AND 
‘DULY UNDERSTOOD BT THE AUDIBNOB, IT [8 A CASB OF (14) 
Non - Ar h%οUD b. (Sd. 16). | 
* on Sf. pb 
“When the meaning of | the 5 has been duly under- 
stood by the audience, and it has been stated‘ by the 
‘Opponent three times,—if the First Party fails tu re-state 
it, it is a ‘Ground of Defeat’ named ‘ Non-reproduction.’ 
Because, unless he re-states the position of the Opponent, 
on the basis of what would he put forward his arguments 
against that position ?“ 
Varttka on Sd. (16). 
[P. 567, L. 17 to P. 566, L. 8.] 
The point is cléar in the Bhasya. r 
- [The Bauddha raises an objection ]—" Since the business of 
the First Party is to answer arguments, this cannot be a 


- „—ñxßx;X'———2¼- —M—ʒů A — p — — — 
2 Though the inan does not understand it, he does not say so ;—if he did, it would 


be a case of: Moomprehension. Nor does he desist from the. discussion—if he did, 
it would: be d d GE ME vaaited "omoghanigeAn”-Nolybooks.com | 
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‘Ground of Defeat.“ As a matter of fact,.the business of the 
First Party consists in answering arguments; whether he is 
bewildered or not can be determined only by the efficiency 
or otherwise of the answer he propounds; — what then would 
be the use of his re-stating what the Opponent has said ? 
It may be that the man is perfectly able to 
answer the arguments, and not able to reproduce 
them; and certainly he does not, on that account, deserve 
to be regarded as defeated.. In fact when the man, having 
propounded his thesis, is unable to maintain it (in debate); - 
all that we can say is that heis inefficient (and not sufficiently 
clever) [and it does not prove that his view is weong]*.” 


Var. P, 806. 


There is no force in this; it shows thatthe Objector does 
not understand what the exact object of the Answer is. In fact 
if the man does not re-state the Opponent's arguments, his 
answer becomes objectless. If the man does offer the right 
answer, why does he not re-state the arguments he traverses ? 
In fact it is a contradiction in terms to say that—‘the man 
does not re-state the arguments, and yet he answers them.’ 
Further, the objection is baseless, as we do not assert (what 
the objector denies); we do not lay it down as a rule that the 
man must first re-state the arguments he. traverses and then 
answer them; in fact the arguments may be answered in 
any way possible; — what we do mean however is that unless 
the man re-produces the Opponent's arguments, his answer 
in the absence of its right objective, would be an improper 
one; it is for this reason that eproduction is thought necessary, 
and ‘ non-reproduction ’ forms a Ground of Defeat.’ 


elt «mau propounds a thesis, but is unable to maintain it in debate, though 

he is able to supply suitable answers to the Opponent u, strictures,—all that this 
cho show is that the man is not strong enough to carry on debate in the right 
form, which oonsists in re-stating the Opponent's arguments and then oonfuting 
them; it does not prove that the view propounded by the inan was wroug, so that 
mere‘ non-reprodudtion! iti duc ict bd MD eshot bond of Dofeat.— para. 
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‘Batra (17). | 
. | When. rag STATEMENT 18 NOT OOMPREHENDED, 7 18 a 
ase OP (15) Ixoo r EE Ns1 (S0. 17 a 


Bhasya on SA. (17). 
ÍP. 262, LI. 21.22.) 


When the statement (of the Opponent) has been understood 
by the Audience, and has been repeated, by the Opponent, 
three times, if the First Party stall fails 5 comprehend 
it, this is the Ground of Defeat’ named {ncomprehension.’ 
Without understanding what the . has. said, whose 
refutation would be set forth? 


Vurtika on Sü. (21). 
[x. 866, L. 10.] 
The Bh&sya is port dlear. This become. a Ground 
of Defeat by reason of non-apprehension. — : 
Sutra (28). 


I is (16) 1 WHEN TRE Party DOES 
NOT KNOW THE ANSWER. (Sd. 18 
es Bhasya on SA. (18). 
\ FP. 263, Lh 2-3.) 
The ‘answer consists in the confutation of the Opponent’s - 
viow®; when the Party does not know this, he is Defeated.” 
_ Vartika on Sd. (18). : 
Lk. 566, LI. 12-1. 
When the Party proceeds to recite stray verses und shows 
that he pays no attention to what the Opponent has said, and 
that he does not know what to say in answer to him—this 
is the ‘Ground of Defeat’ named ‘ Embarassment e it shows 
= the man is confused. 
ae Sy Sutra (19). 
| Waan tis Parry BREAKS OF THE DINOOSSION UNDER 


Tux PRETEXT OF BUSINESS, IT-18 A OASE OF (17) : we D 
Sd. (19). „ ee 


oqp: cee E RDO om 
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Bhagya on Su. (19). 
[P. 263, Ll. 4-6.] 


When the eau | puts forward the pretext of having to do 
something else, and breaks off the discussion, saying — I have 
got to do such and such a work, I shall resume the discussion 
after having nished that work, —this the ‘Ground of Defeat 
nimed ‘ Evasion.’ In such a case, since every discussion ends 
with a single ‘Clincher,’ the man, by breaking off in the said 
manner, concludes the discassion into which de had entered, 
and turns the discussion taken up, after the lapse of some 
time, into a new disoussion. 


Vartika on St. (19). 
[P. 566, L. 15 to L. 18.) 

When the man sets up the pretext of having some 
business to perform, and breaks off the discussion, —it 
should be regarded as Evasion.’ E. g. the man may say 1 
have eaten a large quantity of Rasdld, flakes of phlegm are 
obstructing my throat,’ and so forth. 

„ Why should this be regarded as a Ground of 
Defeat P 

Because such assertions are made for the purpose of 
concealing one’s ignorance; so that by avoidiog further 
disoussion the man clearly shows his ignorance. | 

End of Section (5). 


Section (6). 
| (Sutras 20—22.} 
Dealing withthe thrae Olinchere—(18), (19) and 
(20)—which bear upon flaws in the Statements. 
Sutra (20). | 
Ir tas PARTY ADMITS THB FLAW IN HIS OWN THESIS, 
AND THEN. URGES THE SAMS IN THAT OF THE OPPONENT, 
—THIs 18 A OASE or (18) ‘CONFESSING THE CONTRARY 
OPINION, — SA. from https://www.holybooks.com 
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Bhagya on Sa. (20). 
[P. 263, L. 9 to L. 11.] 

When the Party admits that defect in his thesis which 
has been urged against it by the Opponent,—and without 
trying to show that his statement is free from that defect, 
he simply says—‘the same defect is found in your state- 
ment aleo, —he admits tho defect in his own thesis, and 
then tries to apply the same to that of the Opponent; and 
in doing this he confesses the opinion of the other party 
regarding his own thesis, and as such becomes subject to the 
‘ground of defeat called Confessing the Contrary Opinion. 


Var ita on Sd. (20). 
LP. 567, L. 1 to L. 11.] ä 


When the Party, without trying to remove the charge 
from his own statement, simply says — the same defect is 
present iu your statement also, —this constitutes confessing 
the contrary opinion; f.e., he admits, against his own thesis, 
what has been urged by the other party. 

Eeample—Being charged as— you are a thief, because 
you are a man’—the man simply says—‘ then you also 
are the same.’ Here he admits the defect in himself and 
then urges it against the other party; and as such he is to 
be regarded as ‘defeated. The man who does not admit 
the charge would say in reply Being a man cannot be a 
reason for being a thief; what makes one a thief is the 
connection’ with (possession of) something belonging to 
another person, and not given away by him.’ And sinoe in 
the former case the man shows that he does not know this 
right answer, he becomes ‘ defeated.’ . 

“Since the man urges an undesirable contingency arising 
out of the Opponent’s statement, this cannot be a Ground 
of Defeat’ ”—so argue some people. These persons argue 
as follows:“ This cannot be a Ground of Defeat,’ because 
the man urgeswandamdesirable,oontingenoy: (against the 
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Opponent). As a matter of fact, he does not continue to 
admit the presence of the said flaw in his own statement, 
all that he does is to point out that the same contingency 
arises out of the Opponent’s statement - if being a man is a. 
ground for being a thief, then, since you also are a man, you 
also are a thief.’ ” 


This however is not right, for the very reason that you 
put forward. It is just because he urges an séndesirable 
contingency, when he ought to have given an answer, that it is 
clear that he is ignorant of the right answer, and is, on that 
account, ' defeated.’ 

Shira (21). | 
WHEN ONE PARTY HAS RENDERED HIMSELF SUBJECT TO 

A  CLINOHER, IF THE OTHER PARTY FAILS TO BRING 1T BOMB 

TO HIM (BY DIRBOTLY CHARGING HIM WITH IT),—THR LATTER 

HIMSELF BKOOMKS SUBJECT TO THE CLINOHEB OF (19) 

‘ OVERLOOKING THE CensuRaB_e. —(S0, 21). 


Bhagya on Sü. (21). 
Le. 263, Ll. 18—14.] 


What is meant by the man being Censurable’ is that 
he becomes open to the contingency of the application of 
the ‘Clincher’ being brought home to him; the overlooking’ 
of this means that he is noé directly charged with the words 
—‘you have become subject to a Chncher or Ground of 
Defeat,” | , 

This ‘Ground of Defeat’ however oan be pointed out 
only by the audience, when directly appealed to with tlie 
question— Who is defeated?’ The man himself, who had 
rendered himself open to a Clincher, could not very well 
show his own cloven feet (by saying ‘I had rendered myself 
to subject to a Clincher, and you failed to urge it against 
me’). 

Vartika on Sd. (21). 
[P. 567, L. 14 to L. 19.] 


When one does not bring home the Clincher to the person 
that has incurfed that Olinclier,/he biugselfkbecomes defeated ; 
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as he shows his ignorance of the fact of the other — 
having become subject to a Clincher. 


Some people say that this is not a ‘Ground of Defeat,’ 
as the man goes on to say other things (in answer to the 
Opponent). These people argue as follows: “ This cannot 
be a Ground of Defeat, as the man offers other answers; 
it is true that he does not bring home the Clincher to the 
party that has unearned it, —but he still apeeks on, and offers 
some other answer.’ 

This however is not right, for the very same reason that 
has been put forward. Just because, when he should have 
urged the ‘Clincher,’ he says something else, —he becomes 
defeated ; if he really knew (that the other party had already 
incurred a ‘Clincher’), for what purpose should he say 
anything else ? 

Sutra (21). 
WHEN ONE PARTY cues A ° CEINCHER’ WHEN THERE 

Is NO ‘ CLINCHEB’ (INCURRED. BY TUK OTHER PakTY),—IT 18 

A olst OF (20) ' CENSURING Tas UN-OEN8SUBABLE.” — 

(Su. 22). 

Bhagya on Sa. (22). 
LP. 263, LI. 18—19.] 


It is only when the man has a wrong conception of the 
true character of the ‘Clincher’ that be can urge—‘ You 
are defeated —against the other Party who, in fact, has 
not rendered himself subject toa ‘Clincher ;’ and in doing 
so, since he would be censuring one who does not deserve 
to be censured, he should be regarded as * defeated.’® 


® This is not the same as E.nbarassment,’ as in this latter the man does not 
know what to say in answer, while in ‘Censuring the Un-censurable’ he says 
something, as the axswer, which is not an answer at all. It is for this reason 
that this Olinober includes all Futile Rejoindere, The difference between this. 
and ‘Fallacious Probans lies in this that the ‘Fallacious Probaus when 
pointed out, tends to the ‘defeat’ of the propounder of the argument, while ‘Cen- 
suring the Un-censurable’ is urged against the person who is answeriog an argu- 
ment.—7'd{parya. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com 
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Vartike on Sd. (22). 
LP. 558, LI. 1—2.] 


Even when there is no Olincher incurred, the man says 
Lou are defeated.’ The saying of this becomes a ground 
of defeat,’ since it shows-that the man is ignorant of what 
a ‘Clincher really is. 

Sutra (28). 
Havixd TAKEN UP ONB STANDPOINT, IF THB PARTY 


CARRIES ON THE DISCUSSION WITHOUT RESTRICTION,—=IT Is 
A 082 OF (21) ‘ INconsistEeNoY,'—(S#. 23). 


Bhasya on St. (23). 
LP. 264, L. 1 to L. 15.) 


Having affirmed a certain character in regard to a thing, 
if the party carries on further discussion without restriction 
i. e., even contrary to the view taken up before—it should 
be regarded as a case of ‘Inconsistency.’ E.g. An entity 
never renounces itself,—there can be no distinction of what 
exists—that which is non-existent can never come into exist- 
ence, —no non-existent thing is ever produced;’ having taken 
up this standpoint, the Sankhya goes on to establish this 
thesis in the following manner :—‘ All that is manifested 
must be regarded as emanating from a single origin, because 
there is a common substratum running through all emanations, 
and in the case of the Earthen Cup and such things it is 
found that they have the substratum of Olay running through 
them all, and are the emanations from a single origin,—and 
all manifested things are found to have Pleasure, Pain, and 
Delusion running through them all,—-and from seeing the sub- 
sistence of thiscommon substratum in these—Pleasure, Pain, 
and Delusion,—we conclude that the whole of this Universe 
must be the emanation from a single origin.“ — When he 
has said this, he is met (by the Logician) with the following 
question—‘ How is it to be determined that a certain thin 
is the origin, and another the emanation ? — Thus questioned, 
the Saskhya answers That which itself remains constant 
while one character of it ceases to exist and another comes 
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into existence is the origin; and the character that ceases to 
exist and comes into ezistence is the emanation.’ ® 

No here we find that the Sänkhya has carried on disouss- 
ion without any restriction, without regard to the view 
taken up by him before, in fact even contrary to the opinion 
accepted before. For the opinion accepted by him at the outset 
was—‘the non-existent can never come into existence—the 
existent cannot cease to exist; and it is a well-known fact 
that unless there is ‘ cessation of existence of what has been 
existent, or ‘coming into existence’ of what has been non-eais- 
ient, there can be no disappearance or appearance ; e.g. when, 
the Clay remaining constant, its own character, in the shape of 
the Cup, comes into existence, it is said to appear, and when 
it has ceased to exist, it is said to disappear ;—all this should 
not be possible (according to the Sftkhya standpoint) even 
in connection with the character of the Clay. Having all 
this urged against himself, if the Saikhya comes to admit 
that what is existent doos cease to egist, and what is non- 
ewistent does comes into ewistenoe, then he becomes subject to 
the Clincher of ‘ Inconsistence ;* while if he does not admit 
the said facts, his thesis fails to be established. 


Vartika on Sü. (23). 
q LP. 568, LI. 5—6.] 

The example is clearly explained in the Bhagya, The 
man becomes defeated, by abandoning the position taken 
up, as apart from his original Proposition. | 

Süfra (24). 
(22) Tan 'FarLaoious Psopans’ 4180, (ara OLIN- 

OHERS) AS THEY HAVE BEAN ALBRADY DRSORIBED. (SA. 24). 

©The best reading of this passage is found in the Tatparya and D— 

ud win aft: NN Nd 
at wfawre MN. In the case of the Jar, the Clay is the constant factor ; while the 
varying shapes of the Jar, Cup 40., are the emanations. 

1 Without the said fact, no distinction is possible between Origin’ and 
‘Emanation ;’ and without this distinction, the original Proposition of the Saikhya 
can have no meaning. | 

lt he contradicts his Proposition, he is open to the charge of ‘Contradiction,’ 
In the present case what the man says, in the course of discussion is not the con- 
trary of his Proposition self, but of something else, which he may have accepted 
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Bhagys on Sa. (24). 
[ P. 264, L. 17 to L. 22.] 


Tho Fallacious Probans also are ‘Grounds of Defeat.’ 
Question “ Is it on account of the presence of some other 
character that the Fallacious Probans come to be regarded 
as Olinchers,—just in the same way as the Instruments of 
of “Opa on come to be regarded as ‘Objects of Cogni- 
tion’ P 

In answer to this the Sra says—as they have been 
described; i.e., it is in the character of the ‘ Fallacious 
Probans itself that they become ,‘Grounds of Defeat’ 
(Clinchers) also. 


‘Thus have the Instruments of Right Cognition and other 


categories been duly mentioned, defined and examined. 


‘The Science of Reasoning that revealed itself to the Sage 
Aksapida, the chief of exponents,—of that Vatsy&yana has 
propounded the Commentary.’ | 


Thus ends the Second Daily Lesson of the Fifth Discourse 
in the Bhagya of Vatsyayana. 


Vartika on SO. (24). 
[P. 568, L. 8 to L. 14.] 


The Fallacious Probans are to be regarded as Grounds 
of Defeat’ exactly in the same forms in which they have 
been classified according to cheir characteristics. 


—— — 


Thus have the Instruments of Right Cognition and 
the other categories been duly mentioned in the first Sutra, 
defined, in the First Adhyaya, and examined, in the rest of 
the work ; and thus the exposition of the whole Truth should 
be regarded apdhariag heen falfilled.holybooks.com 
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The Fatile Rejoinders with all their details, the defni- 
tion of the Olinchers,—and the conclusion of the Science 
these have been expounded in the Fifth Discourse.’ 

*The Bhagya, which Va¢sydyana, the very pioture of 
Aksap&ids, wrote, —of that great Bhagya, this Commentary 
has been written by the descendant of Bharad vn ja.“ 


Thus ends the Fifth Discourse in the Varfika of Ud- 
dyotakara. 
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